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AMENDMENTS TO SOCIAL SERVICES, FOSTER 
CARE, AND CHILD WELFARE PROGRAMS 



THURSI^Y, MARCH 22, 1979 

{ HOUSI? OF REPftfifiENTATlVES, 

Subcommittee on Pubuc 'Assistance 

« S * ; Ar^D UnEMPDDYMENT COMPENISATION, v 

■ ^ Committee ON Ways AND Means, . 

Washington, RC . 

The subcommittee met at lO^a.m,, pm-su^nt to notice, in r^om B~ 
818, Ray burn House Office Building, Hon, James C. Corman (chaif- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. CoRMAN- The Subcommittee on Public Assistance arid Unem- 
ployment Compensation ^of the Ways and Means Committee will 
come to order. 

We meet this morning for hearings on llMi i ii1 service, 

foster care, and child welfare programs. TheS^re important and 
terribly cornplex programs that involve the li|;es of a great m'a«y 
Americann. 

I ask unanimous consent to submit a stati^ment for the record at 
this point and say to aril here, the adqiin^tration and public wit- 
nesses, we have complex fiscal problemsTSSte want to do our best to 
cooperate with the administration in holding domestic program 
increases to 7 percent cost of living. 

We recognize the importance of a balaaced budget. 

We hope that the administration* wilir assist us- in financing pro- 
gr^mjs that meet the public's responsibility to a particular segment 
of the population and recognise the importance of the modest , 
investment we make in salvaging lives. 

We hope those of^you wh'o represent other levels of government, 
some of ybd corning from very wealthy Stat-es, will, assume ^our 
fair share of the public s responsibility. For those of you who are, 
on the front line in dealing with the resources and fighting specific 
problems, I hope you will help us make those programs simple and 
effective and recognize, the' fact that we dci have limited resources 
to apply, particularly States, many of which now are mbre con- 
cerned about the balanced budget than some Congressmen. 

[The opening statement, of Chairman Gorman follows:] 

Ofkninc. Statkmkmt ok^Chaihman Cokman *^ 

Thi- hc^nn^i^ wv in'^in tcxiay ^\rv conaM'ntHi with t\w title XX social 5?orvicPs 
program, child wrffarc and foster care, and welfare und s(K-iul services programs in 
the territories. ^ * 

The title XX siKMal servit-es program is the largest single Meral s<x-iaL si'rvices-^ 
prograin. and serves over 5 nnllion {.H'ople each year. Title XX is rtvo^^nillnn of thi^ 
fact 'that faiT^iUes. childnyi. tiie ag^ni* and the handieapiXHi have netnls that go 



beyond bacis income needs which we attijmptto meet in welfare cash assistance and 
social intJurance pro-ams. For example: 1 

Providing qualify day Care can enable a young mot|ier to enhance the lives of her 
children and is a pecessary r^ponse to the needs of families. 

The aged widow may have the assurances of ix Social Security of SSI check shfe 
receivces in the mail but suffer the deprivation of isolation and loneliness, title XX 
senior citizens programs can help meet her needs. 

Title XX service can help anxious parents meet the special needs of their 
handicapptKi child. / , . , 

Thvs subcommittee has^ responsibility as it attempts to improve the nation s 
child welfare and foster chre programs. We must assure that the liv^ of children 
are not scarred because they have suffered 'the ultimate deprivation of extended 
separation from a family. A > ' X 

The individual child welfare worker each day must make critical decisions related 
to child ^buse apd appropriate fpster care placement as well as counsel families in 
crisis situations. Chad welfare litaffs must be highly trained and sensitive. They 
must be able to make available to families in need homemaker services, emergency 
shelter^ adoption aasistaltice programs and other servicettr- , " 

At least 52 billion.of federal, state and local funds are now spent on our child 
welfare and foster care programs. In an Ora of fiscal austerity our efforts to improve 
and reform our child welfare and fester care system with new protections and 
increased funds for services must be fme tuned to insure that they have the ; 
niaximum impact and^ictuaUy reach the children and families in need. 

Many of. the legislative proposals which are the subject of these hearings were 
passed by the house during th^ last congretis, but failed to gain enactment, Hopeful- 
* ly in this congr^, legislation to improve our social services, child welfare and 
foster care programs can bo enacted so that the li^ of millions of individuals and 
families can be enhanced. '.^ r^. \- 

I wish to welcome the representatives from t)]i« ^ftpartment of Health, Education 
and Welfare: ? ♦-^^ 

Arabella Martinez, assistance secretary for hi^iiS^h development services, ^tom- 
panied by; Ernest Osborne, Commissioner for Pbbfic Services; and Blandina Carde- 
nas Ramirez, Commissioner for Children, '^outh and Fart^ilies. 

Mr. CoRM^N. Mr. Brodhead, would you like to make a state- 
ment? ' ^ 

Mr. Brodhead. I don't know what there js to add, ^r. Chairman, 
but that is a theme that seems to recurring in the Congress of 
late. I recently talked with a delegation from my Governor's office, 
asking for additional assist^pce in this ar^a and other areas, asTias 
practically every Member of the House and the Senate. At the 
same iime, we are being beaten over the head about the balancing 

of the budget. - t t c« >j 

We have to have responsible budgetary policies at both State and , 

Federal levels. I would iK:ho what^du;^aidv that the people at the 

State level should understand the^ Can't have it both ways. They ^ 
/can't have additional assistance in this or any other area from the 
^ Ft^jeral (iovernment and hofx? to get to a balanced budget in the 

reasonably foreseeable future. -Thartk you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CoKMAN. Our first witness is Arabella Martinez, Assistant 

S€?cretary for Human Development Services. She is accompanied by 

Ernest Osborne and Blandina Cardenas Ramirez. We are pleased to 

welcome you to the subcommittee. 

- Ms. Martineik. Also Mr. Herschel Saucier, Associate Commission-r 
e"r for Children, Yout^, and Families, is present. 

Mr. CoRMAN. We are pleased to welcome sAl of you and, as you 
testify, please identify yourselves for the reporter. r 
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STATEMENT OF ARABELLA MARTINEZ. ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR «IIMAN DEVELOPMENT S1':RVU:ES. DEPARTMENT ^OF 
ittcALfH. EDUCATION. AND WELFARE. ACCOMPANIED BY 
BLANDINA CARDENAS JiAMIREZ. COMMISSIONER FOR CHIL- 
DREN. YOUTH, AND FAMILIES; ERNEST OSBORNI^. COMMIS- 
SIONER FOR PUBLIC SERVICES; AND HERSCHKL SAl'i lER, 
ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER FOR CHILDREN. YOUTH., AND' 
■ FAMILIES . ^ ^ * 

• Ms. Martinez. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
Tarn Arabella "Marline/., Assistant Secretary fon Human Develop- 
ment Services in the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare. Accompanying me this morning are Blandina Cardenas Ra- 
mirez, Commissioner for Children, Youth, and Families, and Ernest 
Osborne, Commissioner for Public Services. We are pleased to be 
here this morning to have the opportunity to present to you the 
• administration's child' welfare services and title XX legislative pro- 
posals. ' , 

Two years s4go, Mr. Chairman, thoughtful members oi .your sub- 
committee and Representative George Miller were among the first 
to bring the issue to national attention and developed legislation 
designed to remedy many of the problems of the current foster care 
and child welfare systems. What you learned and what, we learned 
was that the current system of foster care for childiVn in. this 
country is in crisis. . , r c • , 

' "These facts were conrivmed by the. National Study of bocuU 
Services for Children and Their Families, a study conducted for the 
administration for Children, Youth, and Fiun i lies. *From that study 

we learned: . 
^ The number of ciiildren in foster care ir^W* Wi.^ approximately 
fjOO.OOO, neafly three times the number of childhjn in foster care as 
compared to 11)61. ^ • r " 

About 80 percent of the children in foster care are in toster 
family care, almost 4f)0,0(Kl children, _ 

In only one of every five cases dtH>s th<' services plan for these 
foster children recommen^l a^specitlc length of placement. In other 
jwords, the so-called temporally provision of foster care .has no defi- 
nite target date Cor entiipg th^> placenient, and , for , placing the child 
■lA a petoT-iafie'TJt family, setting! ^ '. : • . 

Over half of the children in foster care have been away trom^ 
i{heir families for moj-e than 2 years; about lOO.OOO children have 
/spent moi-e than (i years' of their lives in foster care. 

Nearly one-fourt*h of the children have been in three or more 
foster famiiv homes. , . • 

Nea'rly half of the children who have sfx-nt 2 or mort> years in 
foster care have had at least four different caseworkers. ■ 

These data confirm our worst fears. We have a system that 
proclaims that foster care is ju.st a temporary-way station, that the 
child will be retyrned home soon or. -if that, cannot be accom; 
pMished, the child will be placed in an adoptive home yr ptaced in U 
' semipermanent foster care setting until more permanent arrange- 
meriits can b(> made- but' , finch does not deliver on that promise. 

In response to these'facta, we in the administration followed the 
Congress lead and developed a U'gislative proposal to improve the 
. child welfare system. ' . ' ' 
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Let me turn now to the legislation before us. I want to stress, 
Mr. Chairman, how 'much we appreciate your coijcern for the 
issues confronting us today and- hpw much we appreciate your 
introducing the administration bill. We look forwand to working 
tSosely ^with you toward enactment of this critical l^slation^ this 
year. ' 

The administration bill bjiilds on our 1977 proposal arid the 
objective^ of H.R. 7200 of the y5th Congress. Our guiding principles 
in developing and refining ^his proposal were: 

-Emphasis on families: Our proposal allows/ families to seek help 
when problems arise,' so that services designed to keep th£ family 
together are made availajble first. In cases wher^ separations occur, 
our proposal encourages* services and planning to insure that chil- « 
dren are restored tg^ their families where possible or placed in 
permanent family like sett/ngs when they cannot go home. 

Protections for children and families: Our projR^l protects l^al 
rights, access tq services, and limits the circumstances under which, 
children can be removed agjiinst their parents* wishes. 

Use .of fiscal incentives to bring about reform: In seeking to 
encourage States to improve their child welfare systems, we are 
offering additional resources to the States to aid them in making 
these needed systems changes and improvements. 

Fiscal control of expenditures: Our' proposal provide accountabil- 
ity and fiscal control over State expenditures for mainttenance pay- 
ments and the costs of administering the program. ' \ 

Consistent with these objectives, the administration's child wel- 
fare proposal has thr^ major components; Reform of the existing 
fcteter care program; expansion of this federally assistecf program to 
enable the States to provide adoption assistance to families who 
adopt foster children with special needs, and use of new F^eral 
money in the child welfare services program to encourage States to 
improve and expand their system of services to children and their • 
families. ' ' 

We propose to establish' a new program authority, separate from 
AFDC, under which both foster care maintenance payments and 
adoption assistance would be authorized. Fc^ster care maintenance 
payments would* continue to be available to AFIX>eligible children. 
SomQ. key features would modify the existing prrpgfam: 1 

Due, process protections for the children, biological parents, and 
foster parents would be -insured. 

While » court orders afe required on all involuntary, placements, 
voluntary placements would be permitted, provided that a court or 
independent review is conducted and the child is restored to the 
farjily or freed for a niore permanent placement within 6- months. ' 

Small public institutions with 25 children or fewer could,^^qualify 
for reimbursement for foster care maintenance payments, making 
possible i»ore group home and Residenti al treatment center place- 
ments. * • ^ . / 

Federal fundb for 'AI^DC-foster care are currently open ended. We 
believe that continuation of the present system of financing would 
exacerbate perverse incentives and continue inappropriate foster 
care placements rather than creating a program for working with 
children in their own home environments. • 



We are pressing to cap the foster care maintenance payment 
program in a way which prombtes important changes. We . would 
provide funding above current expenditure^ to accommodate the 
improvements the biii is designed to prcxluce. At the same time, we 
provide i^^centives to the States to rediye'' inappropriate expendi-, 
tares b;^ allowing States to. transfer all unused m^iintenance funds 
to their child welfare services programs for use in expanding sery- 
ides,' 

We propose that this new program be capped for fiscal year 1980 
at 180 percent of the fiscal year 1^78 expenditure level. For each of 
the following 4 years the ceittng level would increase by increments 
of about 10 percent and then would level ^ff 

, In order to expedite the process of States receiving their alloca- 
tions, we propose a limit on the time for filing of claims. Disputed 
claims would be handled in^tHe following manner: They would^be"^ 
considered as part of. the State "^^^ base for the purpose of allocation 
lyitil they are resolvtKl. Once resolved, the allotment for future 
years would be adjusted to reflect the resolution of the issue. We 
propose to examine the effects of the- ceiRng on the fo^fr care 
program and report to the Congress after a few years of experience 
under the new program. 

With res|HK"t to adoption assistance to families, let me tell you a 
little about the process we envision. The adopting family would 
ha[ve to meet a simple income test in order to qualify for an 
adoption assistaEice payment once it had /been determined that the 
family would provide a good home for the child. 

We , would set that limit at no Vnore than 200 percent of the 
gtate'^ mediart income. These payments would continue until the 
child reae^ied adulthood or until the family's income exceeded the 
income limits, whichever came first. The maximami amount of the 
assistance payment would be limited to the foster family home 
maintenance" rate and the same Fc^ieral matching would apply. In 
order to Aid families in adopting children with special medical 
.ncH^ds, medicaid eligibility and coverage w^ould foilow^the child. 
* The propHT functioning, of the child welfare services 'system de- 
pend^T heavily upon the availability of social services for children 
and their families, such as: pVeventive, restorative, reunification, 
and adoptive services. Yet title IV-B now results in the allotment 
of few Federal dollars into those services. * " « 

We intend to change the system and improve it by promoting the 
use of these new Federal funds for the development of State sys-^ 
tmnK for tracking, case review, due pr(><*ss safeguards, and preven- 
tative and restorative services h)v children^ at risk of out-ofhome 
phicenUMits. * ' , 

Under our proposal, title, IV-B would be converted into an enti^ 
tlemenr'program, providing up to ,$'209.5. million a year in new 
Federal funds— abov6 the present 5 miilfon base— to be made 
available to the Stiites in two phases. ^ " 

'Beginning \n fiscal year 1S)80, additional money would be availa- 
ble to the States Tor services, with the, emphasis on designing and 
implementing vState tracking and information systems, individual 
case review systems, imd insuring due process procedures for chil- 
dren, biological famllit^s, and foster parents. These procedures in- 
clude an administrative or judicial review of the status of . all 



children in foster care to insure progress in finding permknentV 
placements for children and a judicial review within 18 months 4n- 
order to determine the appropriateness of a permanent placement 
•for a child. After these reforms are in place, States could use any 
money left from this phase for systems maintenance and title IV-B 
child welfare services. 

The remaining money would be available to the States to use for , 
child welfare services after they have put their ne\v, systems in' 
place.. We propose to mandate that the States use atv least 40 
percent of their new title JV-B^unds for services to keep children 
at home or to return them to their biolOfficar families. • . 

.To sum up, the administration's proposals will provide for: 

The more" appropriate placementi Of children by .making Federal 
fundis available for. adoption assistance, greatly increasing the fed- 
eral funds available for preventive and restorative services, and 
encouraging specific procedural reforms to insure that th^ status of 
children is properly monitored; 

Fiscal control over expenditures by imposing limits on the foster 
care maintenance program, including adtninistratiye costs, and as- 
suring that new P'ederal funds will be well spent; and 

Continued flexibility for the States' in program administration by 
giving States positive incentives to adopt changes, by allowing im- 
prov^ State, systems to allocate the new Federal Title IV-B funds 
for services, and by establishing placement' procedures to enable 
them to make sound placement decisions, • 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, w6 also have developed a proposal 
to inl prove title XX social service? in several .ways. Let me turn to 
those proposals now. We are proposing several amendna^nts to the 
law. As I list thenv it will become clear that tl:{ey are substantially 
the same amendments that passed the House^ last session with 
minor ^differences and are included in H.R. 2474, the bill you just 
introduced. ^ ^ ^ 

Our proposals include a new permanent ceiling for title XX 
funding; a fx-rmanent restoration* of provisions from Public Law^ 
94-401, the special services for drug and afcohol abusers and the^ 
authority for the States to make grants to child care -providers to' 
hire weJfare recipients; consultation with local officials in the de- 
velopment of a States seirvices plan; xnukiyear planning ^for- title ^ 
XX; provision of emergency shelter to adults as^a protective serv- 
ice; and a ?^eparate allocation for the territories. 'Our new proposal 
\vould ai|ow States^^^tgu. claim an amount equal Ho no more than 3 
{X^rcent Of their alli5fment for training expenditures. 

Let me discuss briefly why we are proposing these amendments. 
First, as you well kr>Ow, in 1978 Congress increased the ceiling for 
1 year from $2.5 billion to $2.9 billion, including $200 million for 
child day care with 100 percent 'Federal support- Without congres- 
sional action the ceilings would revert to 1^2.5 bilh^ori after fiscal 
year 1979. We strongly believe that the $2.9 billion available in 
> fiscal year 1979 should he made the new permanent ceiling. . " 

" We propose continiiing for 2 years svithin the ceiling the sptn^ial 
'$200 million at a 100-pi^rcent matching rate,, which we believe 
provides a priority incentive matching arrangement, for the States. 
Our proposal is based on our examination of the ways in which the 
$200 million has -been spent: We have learned 4^at many States- 



•hWe use^ ti^e funds for the provision of child da^-care service^, ' 
. and- we want- to, encoiirag^ their continuance. ' " . 
" ' As you propoW in H.R. 2474, we want to^-^tore to title XX a 
.per^naijent'b^is fcwo'oY the provisions authorized ynder Public Law 
. 94-401. -JDie first > the authority for the States to' make grants, to 
child jiay care. providers who employ AFDC recipients. Second is, 
* the- lirovision -of spec'iai'^ryic^es for- dipciiolics' and drug abuaers. 
Under this authority, St«^te^ may provide "initial detoxification for ; 
driig arid al^:ohol abusers a^fid follow up with rehabilitative Support: 
..services under title'' XX without • these* 'Mervicefi being subject to^ 

certain title.^ •limitations. -M ■ ' '. ' 
.\ Our proposal to enable States to develop a multiyear program 
. plan instead of an .annual pTan has received strong support. States 
. "with biennfiti. legislative sassions are especially, receptive to this 
proposal since it would permit them to synchronize their ti.tle, XX 
planning ^ith State budgeting. ^ . o' 

Our proposal would allow States to develop plans of ap to d years 
in durati9n. States that chose a program period of more than 1 , 
ye^ would have to publish information about the services plan and 
make it geneiffiUy available "at such times as. the Secretary may, 
by regulation; require." We. are proposing this language in order to 
give us %he time to thoroughly consider the test way for States 
with .multiyear plans , to maintain Communication with the public, 
We are considering several approaches- and so believe iy would be 
premature to put into the law specific language. Our proposal will 
also encourage the States to focus resources on areas of special 
need, slich as urban areas. ' ' 

From its inception, title XX has allowed States to provide emer- 
gency shelter to children as a protective service. It does hot, howev- 
er, permit the same shelter to be provided to adults. Last year you - 
■^agreed, with us that this was a serious oi;nission and included 
language allowing States to use title XX funds to provide up to 30 
days of emergency shelter in a 6-month pericxl for an adult subject 
to or in danger of abuse, neglect", orexploitation. ,, ■ 

We are also proposing, as does H.R. 2474. a separate allocation 
for the territories. Under current law the territories receive title 
XX funds only after the States certify to the Secretary that they 
will Tlot use their entire allotment. ' 

There have been two problems with this approach^ First; because 
the States have expected to certify their full allocations, they have 
been slow to certify any funds as excess; second, the territories 
receive their funds so late in the fiscal year that they cannot 
adequately^ plan for their most efficient use. Our proposal for a 
separate allocation of $16.1 million outride the title XX ceihigf 
guarantees that Vunds W9uld be available to the territories on a 
timely basis. ' / 

Finally, let me explain our proposal to place a celling^ on btate 
and local training provided under title XX. Since fiscal year 197b, 
the first year of title XX, costs for training have been rising rapid- 
ly Since fiscal year 1976, expenditures for State and local training 
have increased from -$31 million to an estimated $100 million for 
fiscal year 1980. We;|)roposii' to place a ceiling on training costs 
teginnlng in fiscal yfttr 1980. Under our proposal the level of 
training funds available to a State would be limited to no more 
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♦ than 3 peroent of the State's allptment uittder title XX. Thisjimija' 

tion would begin in fiscal year 1980 and be phased in over a* 3-year 
pericKi allowing time for States to adjust their training allocations.' 
TKe alloCBtion for. States ^yer their limits would be reduced each 
year by one-third the amount^abpve 3 percenl. 

Placing "a capjsn training should not be construed to mean that' 
we do not place" importance on training. We jrecognize that manag- 
ing social sei^icea programs effectively and efficiently and provid- 
ing quality social service responsive to the needs of the consumer ' 
require well-organized and jvell-managed training "program Under 
. titie.XX. We support such training and do not believe that gapping 
the funds available to the program will , result in any lack of 
trained staff for the title XX program. 

*'Mr. Chaifman, that concludes my prepared st^ement. I want to 
thank you agaia for your strong interest in title ]^X and child 
vvhelfare services and reiterate how much we' appreciate your intro- 
ducing our child welfare proposal. We look forward to working 
with' you and membere of the subcommittee to achieve the prompt 
• enactment of this most needed and long overdue legislation. I will- 
be happy to answer any questions you m^ty have. 

[The prepared statement follows:] ^ ^ 

* » . ' * ■ . 

Statkmknt OF Ararklla MAKTiNi-:^. Assistant Skci«ktary for Human 

DKVKLOf'MKNT SeRVICKS, HEW 

Mr. Chaimian. and fnembt^n; of thr SubconirnitU»e. I am Arabella Martinez, 
Assistant Secretary for Human Development Services in the I>cpartment of Hi^'alth. 
Education, and WVifare, Accompanying nie this morning ai^ Blandina Carden^is 
Raniire/, Commissioner for Children, Youth,' and Families, and Ernest Osborne, 
Commis.sioner For i'ublkr Services. We are pleaa^*d to be here this rtiornin^'to have. * 
the opfKDrtunity U\ pres^'nt to you thc^ Adnunistration's child welfare ss^Tvices and 
'title XX legislative propos^ils. 

-Xw'o yiuirs ago, Mr vh^iirmah, you, thoughtful menUx'rs of your bco nun iftei*, 
and Repres4*ntative (Jeru^* Miller, were among the fir^t to bring the isfiue- to 
national attention, and devefopH^d jegislation' dt^signtxi to renu^dy rnany of the prob- 
lems of the current foi>ter care and child welfare systems. What you learneci, and 
■ what we learnixi, was that the current system of foster care for children in this 
country is in crisis, 

The foster care system is. not- worliin^^ well: it takes children who cimnot femain 
with their larnilit\s but . then tpo often iievi'r returnsMinun home; it takes children^ 
whose own families can no lon^^er Vare for them 'hut thtMi often fails to place them" 
p<'rm'ant»ntiy in another s^^tting they could consider ho^ne. Foster parents, who do 
much for thV childnni phuu^d with them, are oiX^n no., given the chance to develop 
stable relationships witfi the children for which they cartv Kven when child rem with 
s[^*cial ruHxis are f nn^i^ for adqption. and found a jx*rnuuient home, the the fWieral 
government is not ahle to provide t.hV assistance that niight make such adoption 
possible, 

And,th(; ser\'ic^s that should hv yrovided to work with the tamilrc»s to enabk' them 
tf/ ke(>p thiMr ctjiUiren at home, or ^et them back home once they had bi»en placi»d in 
foster care simply are not bein^ adtn^uately prt>vidiHi 
, From Vhe "National ^Stu^V of Scx-iai Services ftir Children and their Families/', a . 
study cond^cti^i for- the Administration \qt Children, Youth, and Families, we haveJI 
' k»arned that: . ' ' ^ ^ 

The nuraber of children in foster care in VXll was approximat4»iy o()(),0{)0— nearly 
three times the numU'r of children m foster care as comparini to HMil. 

/^)ut eight V [XT cent of the^chil(in»n m i5*)ster care are in faster family care 
falmost^^OO.OOd children! ^ , 

In only (me of eVery five Cases dt>es Ihi* st-r vices plan for thesi' foster children 
re,eomtn>>nd a six'cilu: len^tl^ 5>f placenu*nt In other w<irds, the so-called lemfn^rary 
pnivisfonof foster care ha^^^o deflnitti' tar^a-t date for endiog the "placoment jtnd-for . 
pl^icing the child in a fHTmanent family st^tting ' , • 's 
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Over half the children in fcM^ter gai/e have bet^n aWaAfrom their ^miiies mNmyj 
than two years— about 100,000 chHoren hav* speh??!&oreJhan six years of 
Uve» in foster care. ' , r i i. 

Nearly one-fourth of ^he children have been in three or more foster famuy hom^. 

Nearly half Df the children who have spertt" two or more year« fh foster care have 
had at least four different caseworkers. * ^ , 

Even in cases- where the agency had devdoped^ plan/ for returning the child 
home, in one-third of the cases, tber^ was no plan for visits betweerTthe child and 
the parent or another p€»r^n Who would care for the child if returned home. 

Th0re are ^ore than iOO^OiK) children in fojiter care awaiting adoption.^, . 

For more than one-third, of the children, financial assistance to the adoptive^ 
family would be needed to meet their special fiee^ds^ . - ^ 

No adoptive hon5«» have been found forp^50,000 of the children already legally free 

for adoption., ' • | , ' i t - u r 

Ihe^ data confirm our worst feari We have a system that proclaims that ip«ter 
care is just a tempk>rary way station— that the child-wlll be returned home soon, or 
if that cannot be. accomplished, the child will be placed in an adoptivoj home, or 
placed^iri a semi-permanent foster care setting until more permanent Arrangements 
Can be made-^but which does not deliver on that promise. 

We in the Administration have taken a number of interim steps to deal with the 
problems .of children in foster care. For example, three agencies ooncemed with 
foster car^ and child welfare services— the Administrations for Children, Youth, and 
Families; and Public Services, and the Office of Family Assrst^nce— have foriped an 
ffiteragency tcx^Ur care committee. The committee is working together to resolve , 
interagency diffei'ences and enable the Department to improve prdgif ms for foster 

care children. * , , , - 

We have recently held a series of meetmgs with the states to renew efforts m 
joint fL*deral-state planning for child welfare services. - . ^ 

And the Department of Justice has been involved in a pumber of cases directly 
affecting th^ out-of-home pracement of children. These cases, in which the Depart- 
ment has sued an institution over the conditions of institutionalized persons, have 
pointed out the mnxl for due process protections for children placed in out-of-home 

care. ' . ' «* /M ' • u 

me turn i^ow to the l^nslation befoce us. I want to stress, Mr. Chairman, how 
much we appreciate your qencern for the issues confronting us today and how much 
we appreciate your introducing the Administration bills, We look forw^d to work- 
ina ck>sely with you toward enactment of tftis critical legislation this yeas ^ 

The Administration bill builds on our 1977 propos^il, and the objecHrves of- H.R. 
7200 of the i^'^th Congress. In developing this yi^ar's proposal, we relied heavily on 
the wisdom and exF>erience gainiKi in your efforts duriiig, the last {^»ssion. Our 
guiding principles in develbping and refining this pro|)osa! #ere: / 

Kmphasis on farniiii*^ -Our proposal allows families to seek help when problems 
arisi% so that services designed to keep the family together are made available first. 
In caW»s where Si'parations jiccur, our propositi encourages Servians and piannmg to 
ensure that children are /i^tore^i to their families; wht^ru jxxssibie, or placcKi in 
p<'rmaru'nt family-like settings when they cannot go home. _ 

!Voti>ctions for children and families— Our proposal prott\:ts legal rights, acctnjs to 
.si^rvices, and lirniLs the circumsUmces under which children Can be removed tigainst 
-tbeir parents' wishes. *' a 

lJs€» of ns4'al mcentivt^ to bring about reform- In s<H*king to encourage .states to 
improve their child weHare sy.'^tems. we are ofTering iuidttional resources to the 
states to aid them in making thesp niH^diHi systems changes and improvements 

F'i.scal control over exptrndihirc^^ Our *pro|K>s^ii providt^s accountability and hscaj 
control n%'^er state vx|>t^nditur(»s for nmintt-nance i^yments and th^- co&is of adnunis- 
tering the program. ' ,^ • t u 

Consistent with ihi^^ ohj(H*tivi>s. the Administrations child welfare propcwil has 
three major CQm|x)!ients: rt^ibrm of the existing foster care prtH,'ram;<^'xpnnsion ol 
this federally a-ssistini program.to euable the^states to prroyide adopjion a.Hsistancu.\ to 
families who adopt Tyster children with s|H*cinl mnxis; and uf^ of.new federal money 
,10 the child welfare s*<rvicos program to encourage states to improve and expand 
their system oi' stTvices to children and their famiiies. . 

We proiK^st^ to i^^tablish a new program authority, S4»parate from AFlK , under 
. which both foster care mnint<mancc payments arvd adoption assistance would be: 
jiuthorizcHi. Foster car(» maintenance payments would continue to be aviulable to 
AFIKU^iigible children. Somo ^ey foatu^es would m(Klify the existmg program? 
. IXw pnK-ess protK-tions for the children, biological parents, and faster parents 
woUki he ensurttl ^ • • • 



While CQurt ortkrn* aresre^jiirfd on all invoijintHry piaccment^ yol'iijitary place- 
rnentis would he perjiitted--provi<{ed thut« court or independent review is conduct- 
ed and the child in restored to the family o» fretid for a moh? permanent plaeen^t 
within six months. - . 

SmalKpubiic institutions 25 children or fewer could qualify for reimi)ur8e- 
aient for foster care mairUenahrt^paynientii. making |>assifc\Ie more group home "^pd 
raKidential treatment center placementis.^^ _ - 

Fedeml funds for* AFIX%foi?ter care are currently open-ended. We believe that 
continuation of the presenr't^yytem of financing would exacerbate perversa incen- 
tives artd continue inapj^rojiriate foster care placen^enta^ -rather than creating a 
program for working with children in their own home,environment5. , * 

'We are proposing to cap the foster care maintenance payment program in a way' 
which promotes important changc*s. We would prbvide funding above current ex- 
penditures to accommodate the improvements the^bill is designed to. produce. At.Ihe 
same time, we provide inc^nitives to the states to reduce inappropriate expet)ditures 
by allowing states to transfer liil unused maintenance funds to their child welfare 
services programs for usi» in expanding services. 

Wc propose that this new pr^ram be capped for f\^al y4»ar 1980 at 130 p^r lent 
of the fiscal 1978 expt*nditure level. For each of the following four years, the ceriing 
level would increaiR^ by increments about ten percent and then would leVjel ofY. In 
order to exp**dite the process of statefi nnxMvin^ tht^r afloeations, we propotie a Usijit 
on the time for filing of claims. Disputed claims would be handled in the following 
manner they would b** considered as par^ of tht^ state's base for ^the purpose of, 
allocation until they are' rc*so!ved. Once resolved, the allotment far future years 
would bv adjusted to reflt»ct the re^solution of the issue. We propose to exanrfne the 
effects of the ceiUn^^ on the foster care pro|?ram ^nd report to the Congress after a 
few yean^ of exfH»rienc^ under the new program. 

With resfjei't to adoption aj*istance to families, let me tell you a little abo^t the. 
prcxrei^ we envision. The adopting family would have to mwt a simple income test 
in order to qualify for an adoption i^sistance payment, once it had been determined 
that the family would provide a good home for the child. We would set that limit at 
no more than 200 per cent of the state '-s ni^ian income. -These* payments would 
continue until the child reaclu*d the age of adulthood, or until the family *4 income 
extfCM»decl the income limits, whichever came first. The maxirhum amount of the 
jjs^i.stance payment would btvlimit^Ki to the foster family home maintenance rate, 
and thl* same ^ft»<ieral matching would apply. In order to aid familit*t^ in adppting 
children with sfK'ci?ll mcniicai nt»€Kis. Medicaid eligibility and coverage would follow 
the child. r 

The propxjr functioning of the^ child wc^lfare s€*rvic(*s system dejxmds heavily upon 
the availability iii .s<K^ial s^Tvices for children arid their families, such iis preventive. 
rt»slorative, reunification, and adoptive si^rvices Yet, titU* IVB now ri»sults in the 
allotment of few federal dollars into those st'rvifes. 

We intend to change the system and improve it by promoting the usc^ of thesi» new 
fedenil funds for the development oi^ state systems for tracking, cas4* review. 'due 
prfH'ess Hnfeguar<is. and preventive and^ rt'stcjrative services for childrtM^i at risk of 
ijut-of-home piacrernent.s. 

I'lnder our propK)sal, title WH would hi} cofiverti*d into an entitlement program, 
pmviding up ^> $'jn!l million a year in new federal funds (alxjve the present $r)^).r) 
in ill ion bas<M to be made available t(j the states in tw6 phas**s. 

He^M fining' m H.scai year 19Sf), additional, money would hi* available to the states 
for s<'rvices, with the i'ltiphasis dn di^gmng and itnpleinenting state tracking and 
inforfnaiion systems, individual case review systems, and t'^nsuring dut^ f)nK'esK 
pnH'e<iu res *f()r Vlii id reti, iMolo^ncal families, ^fmd f<Kster [)arents These prtx'txhires 
iiielu{le an administrative ov juthciai review of the status of all children m f()st4;r 
care to ensure-^rogrC'ss ia fuuiing |^H*rmanent plncefnehts#for children and a judicial 
review within eightei'n rnoiiths in ordi^r to determine the ap{>ropriateness of a 
[H'rmanent placement for a child, After these refornis are vn stalt»s could us<' 

any money left from- this phasi* for systems maintenance and title IVB child welfare 
i<»r vices, 

Thi» rema{ni!ig {n(niey would avaUablO lo (he state's to use for child welfare 
services iifter they have put fheir", ney»,systerns in place Wo prf)|K)S*: to mandate that 
the States u<4' at least foHv [>ef. cent of tlieir liew title IVB funds for Si'rvices to kt^;|) 
cfiildren at home oi to retiirti them to their biological families 

Tc) -surn uf>. the AdministratKm's pro|)^s.iLs will provide for: - ^ , 

The more appropriate piacenu*nt ol' chiUlren [)y rooking ftnioral furuis-. aval 1 able 
for adopt ani nssisiance, i^reMly i.ncreasing the federal funds available for preventive' 
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and restorative servicess and encouraging specific procedural t^formg to ensure that 
the status of childr^ is properly monitored; 

Fi^ai control over expenditures by imposing' limits on the foster care mainte* 
nance progranit including adipinistrative costs, and assuring that new fedemi funds 
will be well spent; ^ ' * 

•Continued flexibility for the stats6 in program administration by giving states 
positive incentives to adopt chatiges, by allowing improved st^it«»syBtems t^) allocate 
the new federal title IVB funds for service suid by iKitabiishing placemeht proce^ 
durcs to ^nabl^ them to make saund placement decisions. 

J ' As you 'know, Mr. Chairman, we also had^^eveloped ^ proposal to improve title 
XX social services in several ways. Let me turn to tho^ proposals now. We are 
proposing several amendments to the law. As I list th^m, it will becpme cleai^that 
they are substantially the same amendments that passed the Hou^ last session 
with minor, differences afid'are includW in H,R. 2474, the bill you ju^ introduce. 

Our proposals include a new permanent ceiling for title XX funding; a permanent 
restoration of provisions "from Public Law "94-4111 (the special'^rvices for drug and 
alcohol abusers, and the authority for the states to make j^ants to child care 
providers to . hire welfare i^cipients); consultation with local omciak in the devei*p- 
ment of a. state's services plan; multi-year planning for* title* XX; provision of 
emergency shelter to adults as a protective service; and a separate uilocation for {he 
territori^'Our new proposal would allow states to claitn an axnbunt-aqual to no- 
more than three per cent ©f their allotment for gaining exper^diturea 

• I^t me discuss briefly wKy*we are propc^ing tn^e amendments. First, as you well , 
know, in 1978, Congress increased the ceiling for one year from $2.5 billion to $2.9 
billion, including $200 million for child day care with 100 percent federal support. 
Without. Congressional action, the ceiling would revert to $2,5 billion alter fiscal 
year 1979. We strongly believi? that the $2.9 billion available in. fiscal year 1979 
should be made the new permanent ceiling. ^ 

We propose continuing for two years within the ceiling th^ special $200 million at 
a JOO percent matching rate, wlych we believe provides a priority incentive match- 
ing arrangement for the states. Our prpp^sal is based on our examination of the 
ways in- which the $200 million has been spent. W« have learned ^hat many states 
have used, the funds for the provision of child day care services and v^e want to 
encourage their continuance. . * 

As you propose in H.R.* 2474, We want to restore to title XX on a permanent basis 
two of the provisions Ituthorized under Public ^aw 94-401. The first is the authority 
for the states to make grants to child day cai*e providers who employ AFDC 
recipients. Second is the provision of special servict^ for alcoholics and drug 
abusers. Under this authority, states may provide i n it ift^ detoxification for drug and 
alcohol abusers and follow up with rehabilitative support services under title XX 
without these jjerviees being sufegect to certain titfe XX limitations. 

Gur proposal to enable s^tes to develop a mul(hyear pr(^^m plan, instead oFan ^ 
annual plan, has received strong support. StatesV^oJh biennial legislative sessions 
are especially receptive to this propo^ial since it would permit them to synirhronize 
their title XX* planning with state budgeting. Our proposal would allow states to 
develop ^^lans of up to thrtH? years in duration. State§ that chose a program period of 
more than one year would have to publish information about the services plan and 
make it generally available "at such times as the Secretary may, by regulation, 
require," We are proposing this language in order to give us? the time to thoroughly 
consider the best way for states with multi-year plans to maintain communication 
with the pubHc. We are considering several approachl«>, and so believe it would be 
prematura to put into the -law specific language. Our proposal will also encourage 
the .states to focus rt»s<)urces on areiis of special need, such as urban areas. 

From Itsr incoptipn. title XX hjjs allowed states to provide emergency shelter io 
children ^is a prt>tective service. If does not, however^ pefrant the same shelter to be 
prc^fced to adults, t vast year, you. agreed with us that tllis was a serious omission 
anSfncluded languiige allowing states to use' title XX funfasto provide up to days 
of, emergency shelter in a six month peri^xi for an adult s^^ject to,, or in danger of, 
abus€», neglect, or exploitation. We believe this expansions important and are 
pleased that it has biM*n included in H.R. 2474, ■ 

We are also prop<?sing, as does H.R. 2474, a separate allocation for the territories. . 
Under current laW, the territories receive title XX funds only after the states certify 
to Uie Secretary that they wiH not use their entire allotment. The territories then 
have aCcoss-to the unused funds -up to a ceiling. of $lf> million. There have been 
two problems with this approach: fin^t. fxH^ausc* the states have expected, to usf» their 
full allocations, they have'be^n slow to certify any funds as "excejis''', .second, the 
territories receive their funds ^) late in the fiscal year that they oannot adequately 
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plan for their mmt elHcient uae. Our propos^ii for a s4?paraU» allcxration of $16.1 
milkon fos Puerto Rico,|^am. the Virgin fslnnds, and the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Isian^K)utsftie the title XX ceiling guarantees that funds would 
be availilble to the. territories on a timely basis. ^ 

Finally, le< me explain our propc^ii to place a coiling on state and local training 
provided under title XX. Since fiscal year 197l>. the (trst year of title XX. ccxsts for 
training 4ia^e l)^en rising rapidly. Since fincal year 19^i>. expi»ndituri*^Jbr state and 
locah traiifing have increased from $IM million to an cstimatiKi $li^miiiion for 
fiscal year 1980. ^ • < 

^ We propose to* place a ceiKng on training costs beginning in fiscal year J 980. 
Under our prop6sai. the' level of training funds available to a state would be limited 
to no more than tbrc*i* per cent. of the state's allotment' undpr title XX/ This 
"limitation woiild begin ; in fiscal, year 1980. and be ptnised in over a three. yt^ar 
p<?ritKi^ allowing time for states to. adjust their training allocations. The allocati(Tn 
for stiites over their limits? woujd be reduced each year by or\e-\hird of the amount 
above three percent. vl * * jL • ^ 

We tH*lievi* that this propoiiaV will encourage gre*iter Jfentrol/hietter utiliziition, 
aiid improved management of funds for training. Tho prop(54jal would more cloijely 
and appropriately tie the level of training funds to ,the' level of the title XX 
progra^p, Co which training^ was intended to be and should be carefully linked. 

^ F*lacing*a cap on training should not b^ construed to mean that we do* not place 

im portal nee on training. W<» rt^c^nize ihk^ managing social services programs efTec- 
tivoly and efficiently and providrng quality social si-rvic^s rt*sponsive ty th^ net*ds 
the consumer rtnj aires a well-organized and managed training prograVn under title 
XX. We bupfxJrt sUch training and do not believe that capping the funds available to 
the program will result in any lack of trained staff fur the title XX program. 

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my prepared statement' I want to thank you again 
for your stnnig interest in title XX and child .welfare sc»rvices, and reiterate how 
much- we appriviate your introducing our chiicr welfare proposal. We look forward 
to working with you and members of the SulK'onim^lti.H' to achieve the prompt 
enactment of this most nfH*di*d and long overdue legislation. I will be happy to 
answer any questions you may have. 1 

MvJ^n^A^. Mr. Brodhead. 

Mr BROiiiHKAD. Thank you, Mr, Chairirian. '^lie problem which I 
^ have, Miss Martinez, with FIEW is that we doh't seem to get very 
much cooperation with our efforts here. Jt is all very well to come 
down here with a documented statemetit, but if w^ are going to do 
something on behalf of the kids that we are worried about— these 
kids trapped in foster care — we are going to have to pass some 
legislation . In order to pass that legislation, we need some informa- 
*■ tion. Vi^e have requested that information from HEW. I wrote to 
Secretary C'afifano on January .SO, 1979, asking for some informa- 
tion about AF'DC fostvr .cafe childj^n, and" I said in the closing 
sentence of that ^I'tter, *^In order to use the information during our 
consideration of the. first Congressional budget resolution if'possi- 
' ble vVe 'would like to have this information by. February 14, 1979. V 

The letter was signed by (^hairman Corman and myself. Now, to 
date w(» have n^t only not had*a response lo the letter,- we have not 
even fiad an -acknowledgment that it was received. 

Now, if !IKW is interested in actic3n beyond givin>^ statements 
anc^'issuing press releases, you are going tD have to provide us the 
information that we need. 

We are going te mark up the Budg(*t Resolution week after next. 
•If we don't have this informatiof\ these programs are not going to' 
be included in the budget, and if they aren't included they won*t be 
■ , passed. The kids will be left behind for another year. 

So I woukfwish for fewer public stat^^ments, fewt^r press releases,, 
and a little more of the cooperation^a little more of tlK^ uncler- 
standing of the legislative process. To date, I have not seen any-^ 
tiling from IIKW that would lead me to believe that you are at alf 
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seriou^^bout this. I just hjave no reason to ^ujne that anyone 
fronj/HEW is seriously /concerned about this problem/ because so 
far aii we have seen is^prass release. I think everybody here ought, 
to know tiiat HEW is 'not doing anything serious at all. They are 
sitting on their hands.' That is-alKI have tp s^y, ^Mr, Chairman* 

Mr, Gorman. Mr- Downey. * * 
; Mr. Downey. HEW always spoke kiridly of you, Bill. ' * ' 

I just want to say that I could no^ agree more with my 'colleague 
from Michigan, and I think be i|as eloquently presfent^ my posi-^* 
tion asAveil. * • . v* . . 

. 1 would like tQ ask you some questions. I don'ricnow* where to. 
begin. Why don't we start first with Child Welfare Sefvices. I want 
to sfee if^ we understand that money put in Child Welfare. Servides 
\(^ill save -us mon^y in terms of foster care and institutionaiiSsed 
care. Can we agree on tb^t as a premise. 

Ms. Martinez. That is what we would like to accomplish, yest 
. Mr. Xkm^NEY. Let me start by asking you to recite^|*ne of the 
successful Child Welfare"* Services programs that you have seei^. 
under the funding that you have provided, the $56 million that you 
provided for in the past. . ^ 

Mr. Martinkz. Let me say that there has been little Child ,WfiJ* 
fare Services money in the past used for real services and that^ 
the reason for our recommendation that 40 percent of the mcjney in 
the future go to Iceeping families together and reuniting those 
families. Let me try to outline for yoq the actual amount that was 
paid, If we take both the State and the Federal money we fir\d that 
for fiscal year 1978 it adds up tp '$695 miljion; $24 million has been 
spent on adoption; $S6 million has been spent on day care to 
support employment of parents, not necessarily to support the 
children. . Foster care maintenance payments have received 
$555,000, protective services only $41 million, and other kinds of 
se!rvices $37 million. J 

We cahnot tell you how ntuch of the $56.5 million is distributed 
on each service be^:ause the numbers cannot be broken out. But we 
would assume that the ratio is the same,^ so very little sc^rvices 
havc^ befen provided, other services than maintenance care, day 
cafe, for children in the foster care system. 

I hav^ a long history of having been a .Social worker 'and a case 
worker, f am not unfamiliar with the problem. We said very early 
in our testimony that the Child Welfare. System was in crisis and 
that is why we^are proposing this bill. We do not believe, at this 
point, that there are v^ery many child welfare programs in the 
country which we could call exemplary. There are a few but the 
basis of the bill is a desire to improve that system and to improve 
it greatly. ^ * < 

ji^r. DoSvNEY. Can I ask Mr. Saucier: You w^re in Georgia and 
you were the Administrator of title XX. Is it your 'fexperience that 
the more money we p*rovide for these types of child welfare serv- 
ices, thx^ more we save, one, and two, can you tell me in terms of 
the pre^ure for the expenditure of title XX money whether or not 
child service organiziitions are the ones providing pressure points 
for you to spend more money or whether or riot this money is spent 
in other areiLS, possibjy day Care or senior citizens. • 



I am concerned l^at when we giva you this money for services, I lb 
believe— ^nd I would suspect we wculd agree — thie money we prO"» 
vide for, services is going to save us^money in fester care and in 
institutionalized cat?.. It is* a much more humane, way of handling 
the problem of chiidi^. / - ^ 

Give me some idea of your experience as Administrator of title 
XX, in Gecfrgia. One,; where did 3f0u get pressure from and, two, 
what was your experience with ccist savings with respect to Child 
Welfare Services? ^ 

Mf.^Sauciek. First let me rftiiind you that the amount oriV-B 
motley going into States has been so insignificant tl?at theVway ■ 
Stat^ have used, and was true i^peorgi^, the way they useS thei . 
Child Welfare money, it^ has aliwst b^n a booklceeping matter 
hecau^ ot administrative simplicity/ The small amouht of imoiiey 
coming in was used to pay for foster care payments' for non AFDC 
children. Usually, this will^take care of each State's allotment, for 
fosi* cure with little emphaSls on basic services to help keeiJ 
families'together and n^ov^ children out of foster care, 

Ih regard to cost savings, there is no cjuestion but that emphasiz- 
ing services that will avoid inappropriate placements— services or 
requirements that States set up a system fdr monitoring children 
in placement, that there be a careful review and not just 'a paper 
review of where children are in placement, whether or not contin- 
ued care would best ser>?e their needs— this/is going to movfe chil- 
dren out of foster care. ' . , • j 

Mr, Downey. Which is what we want to do. 

Mr. Saucier. To maintain a child in fpster care will cost thr^e or 
four times more than providing services, counselling services, 
homemaker services, chore services, supplementing the^family sup- 
port through day care. It will co^t on an average throughout the 
country from $600 to $800>a year to provide counselling and case 
work ser\aces to families of children m their own homes. The cost 
for supoCrting a child in foster care, administrative responsibility, 
workeSn:ime, supervision could range between $3,00,0 and $fUiPO 
and prpbably about $5,000 a year, probably more than that in 
States that are paying higher board payments. There is wide rapge 
in what it costs bwause some States are paying very little for the 
support of children in foster care. There is no question, but, under 
the provisions of this bill some of the requirements for States to 
claim their full share of tbe allocation, would be a tremendous 
savings in funds and should free up dollars to begin providing 
services that would help avoid-— ^ , 

Mr. DowNKY- I yield to Mr. Brodhead. 

Mr. Brodhead. I find thi? testimony very -intc?resting. I agree' 
with what -you are saying. What I don't understimd is why you 
can't provide us with the documentation that we have ret^atedly 
requested. Have you ever heard of the budget? Have you heard of 
the Congressional Budget Office or the budget process? Do yi5n 
know how it works? I am a member of the Budget Cx)mmittee, and 
tWtey want facts and figures. We have asked for facts and figures, 
and you have not supplied them. If we don't get those facts and 
figures we can't get this item in the budget. 

If this proposal is not included in the budget, we can't pass the 
bill.^Do you understand that? . 




Ms. Martinez. Mr. BfcKJhe4<i, -that question is better addressed 
to me. Yes, we do understand that. / - ' ^ 

Mr. Fowler. Als6 if the gentleman from Michig^ will, examine 
his Stat^ and compaite ijt to Georgia you v^dll see which States 
recognize the value of budgetary processes and which don't. 

Mr. DowNisx. That's on my time too. Would ^ou respond to Mr. ^ 
Brodh^ad. i ■ V 

Ms. MART1NE2:. Mr. Brodhead I don't know what happened to^ 
yourjetter but I intend to find out. I regret you did not ^et your 
response. We have t^ied within the administration to be r^ponsive. 
I will make sure that that is ihe first thing I looi^ for when I get 
back to the office. You will get an answer and you will- get it ' 
promptly if V have to write it myself. We don't just make press . 
releases— not at least in 'my agency— and I think we have Remon- 
strated our commitment to this child welfare bill now for almc^t 2 
years. Our first testimony in support of the bill was in July of 1977 
and we intend to keep pushing this bilF ^ much as we can. We 
waftt it enacted. \ 

Mf . Broduj-^ad. I will point out-the train is leaving the statidn in 
2#weeks. If you are not on board, it ain't going. ' ' 

Ms. Martinez. We will be pn board,, sir, 

Mr. Downey. What I want to know, Mr. Chairman, is whether 
we are working ^nder the 5 minute rule. 

• Mr. CoRMAN. Why don't we do tHat, and give some ot}ier' mem- 
bers a chance and we wilUcortie back to you. 

Mr. Rgusselot. JL 

Mr; RoussELOT. Mr. Chairman, I am new here so I will 6e glad to 
let you ail go ahead. It sounds fascinating. 
Mr. CoRMAN. Mr. Fowler. . . 

Mr. Fowler. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am. sure you have 
analyzed the iqipaot Madam Secretary, on current services of 
maintaining the current title XX rce^ling. Given the high rate, of. 
inflation doesn't your recommendation call for real cutbacks rather 
than continuation of current program levels.. 

- Ms. Martinez^^ Th&se are austere times and we are trying to 
combat- inflation. I supfK)se in real terms that you are correct, sir. 
,Mr. Fowler. Where is the additional rxioney coming from to 
provide for the ad^lt shelter program you are seeking to add to 
title XX? , - . 

Mv\ CteBORNE. Mr. Fowler, that>would come out of the basic 
ceiling. There would be no netv moneysfor that 

• Mr. Fowler. 1 also understand thai your recent figures show 
that day care funding is already declinVvj^as a percentage of title 
XX spend ifig. Won't the elimination of the^armark as you proper 
accelerate that trend? 

Mr. Osbohne. First, those are estimates. 

Second, we are not proposing the elimination of it, , 

Mr. CoRMAN. Will thegentleman yield. 

You and I have the s^ime view of this. We apparently have a 
more faithful friend in 0MB than in HE^ on that one issue and 
the administration, is asking J'or continuation for the earmark. 

Mr- Fowler, i hope we had a persuasive voice in that conversa- 
tion. 

Mr. Saucier, maybe I ought to ask the administration this. 



' My impression has been that the Georgia title XX program has 
been §ort of held up t6 the country as one of the finest examples of 
citizen participation and fgr its remarkable effectiven^s. I would 
■like you for the record^ Mr / Saucier to descrifc^ .the^rc^am in 
Uedrgia and , talk a. little about it, its effects and nnd out why again 
if that is true — then I would be glad to hear from the administra- 
tion—find out wby^you Want to fcut itiback. . • 
Mrt Saucier, Thank ^u, Mn Fowler. 



has been a stit^rig commitmpnt that since this is a public Social 
service progran#Tve needed U) learn more about- how to effectively 
involve tKe citizen^ of the State, consumers, providers or others, in 
knowing how the.publS^ funds were being compiitte^, being spent 
and having a ro]e in deciding wi^ether or not Che plans ought to be 
modified; It has been gratifying to sfee people' willing to contribute 
their time in doing this kind of thing*- If the admfeiistration* propos- 
al passes, we also will encourage States to SivplVe citizens of the 
States. W^ feel there should be a lot. of pa^icipation, iti setting 
^ priorities, being awar^ of what is Ihappening arid what is not hap- 
pening. With the Child Welf&re prograrii w^e will encourage States 
to make it an open pr^^ess, 

Mr. Fowler. Any support from the panel, from adjninistration 
representatives? * * ' 

, Ms. Martinet. We believe that is an exeftiplary program in 
Georgia. Jim Parham, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Human De- 
velopment Services was the h^a^l of Georgia HunJan Resources 
Agency so we are in very good hands in*this administration. 

Mr, Fowler. A couple of other questions if I miy, Mr.»Chairman, 
before my time runs out. 

BaGk4:o the ceiling again. I want your reactions on the question 
of whether or not thi^ is really goin^ to reduce any F^eral outlays 
or whether what is really going to happen will be a transfer of 
funding for ceilain programs to other titles of the Social Security 
Act, such as Child Welfare, which have no Federal ceiling? 

Ms. Martinez. There are— regardless of whether there is a ceil- 
ing or not— intertitle transfers going on. Usually it is as a result of 
shopping for the best matching rate rather than whether there is a 
ceiling or not. That' is an issue which I think the Congress needs to 
be concerned about. We. in the administration are concerned and 
are trying to develop solutions to th^t particular problem. 

Mr. Fowler. Let me conclude by saying from my experience and 
from what we have^eard I guess atf least a Georgian can take 
some poetic license in kicking away at the administration without 
too much fear of anything except being sat on. 

The title XX program, it is obvious to me, if you are talking 
about goals such as financial self supfX)rt^ strengthening family 
life, family planning, avoidance of inappropriate insti- 
tutionalization 4n these times, this does not seem like the place to 
cut back. It seems to be a classic case of being pennyyise ^and 
pound foolish especially as we all anticipate economic difficulties 
ahead ami nobody in this rcx)m or any other room in this building 
yet thinks we have a handle on intlation. We don't have an eco- 
nomic policy that is discernible to those of us John Q. Citizens. We 
don't haVe^an energy' policy that discernible. Weren't have 



Since I had a^hand in that, I 




ireciate your ol^rvations. There 



anyba|^in the <?iountry who believes that this scourge of- the, land 
is goiiiP^o evaporate and then, whten yOu come in with all of the 
kicking and 'screaming to have balanced budgets as a panacea for 
all life'^ ilmesses, it looks like there are a lot of places that eonld 
be cut back and that the one program^ that is discernibly effective 
in this area — you are going after that. It doesn't make much sense 
to me. 

Ms, Martinez. In the Office of Human Development Services we 
have a lot of programs besides title XX. Since fiscal year 1977 for 
the programs in the Office of Human Development Services includ- 
ing what we are' prop<^ing for 1980^ there have been increases of 
more than $650 million for social services prpgrams. 

Mr. Fowler. I understand that, rightly or wrongly, butl don\ 
know of ar>y program— and correct ifle Jf I am a bit shooting in the 
dark, I km no expert in this area — but this seems to^e to be the 
one program that is designed to decrease long term Federal obliga- 
tions, which is what we are all after here, I hope, and to provide a 
cushion against long term' economic hardship, isn't that right? 

Ms. Martinkz. It is not the only program. The vocational reha- 
bilitation program has that as one of its major objectives in terms 
of the rehabilitation and employment of handicap!^ citizens. That 
is cert^iinly true in terms of our programs for the developmentaily 
disabled vs^iiere the major emphasis is on deinstitutionalization. It 
is certain ly'^rue in terms of Headstart where ^ou want to give not 
only the children but the parents ^n opportunity to increase their 
chances for economic self-sufficiency. 

. Many of our programs address those five goals. In some ways 
those ^oals in the title XX legislation are the goals of all of our 
programs. - 

Mr. Fowler, i thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have taken more than 
my portion, ! 

Mr, Gorman. Miss Martinez, I wonder if you would submit to us, 
this afternooYi if possible, or for the record later, an itemized lists 
of those programs, that you alluded to and show us. the percentage 
increase in each of them. That %^uld be useful to us I am sure. I 
think you have about as much chatjce of selling this subcommittee 
your title XX package as you ha;^^ of convincing North Carolina 
tobacco farmers of the evils of cigarettes. I don't want us to get at 
odds with the administration over that one point. I thidk you will 
probably see the wisdom of communicating to the Secretary and 
the President our fcn^Ungs -and let's look at other ways we can 
copperate in curbing spending.^ 

[The information rtn^uested follows:!' 

Ukfaktmknt (>F^HKA);rH, Kdmcation, and Wklkakk, 

Okkic-k OK THK SKCR^rrARY, 

Hon JaMK^C (-OHMAN. 

Chuirnmn, Sutn'omnutUr tfn Public Assmtancv and IJnemptoynivnt Com n Ait ion, 

Dkak Mr Chairman At your Sutx'ommitU'e hearing Thursday, you kn^ki^d that 1 
prcn'idc Htatislics on the growth of pruKrams within the Officf of Human Deveiup- 
nifnt SiTvices durinK tht» Carter Adniinistratiun. I have attached a chart that h\^H 
uut the bud^^f^t rtn^uests and a pptop nations from the ix^riod of the fiHcal year 19/8 
Ford Administration bud^^et ret^uest, throu^^h the fiscal year ]9Hi) Carter AdminlH- 
tratii>n bud^'et rcK^uest. I hc>pi» th(^^ wili Ix^ helpful to you You" will noti' that the 
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increase in budget request over a two ye&r p«»riod is in exce^ of $1 bUiioii dollars, dt 
22 percent. ^ ^ 

I appreciate your takfng the time to meet with me prior to the hearing. I emoy«a 
our conversation and look forward to working with you over the oomi^ months to 
further improve these xx^% important social services prograndi 

Sincerely, , #f 

• * AsMiMtant Secretofy for Hiiman DeimhjmenL 
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Mr. Gorman Mr. Rangel. . , , , > 

Mr. Rangel. Jhank you, Mr. Chairman. I do hope that in light 
^' some of the fii^! restraint policies that, have been adopted by the 
administration- they have more positive arguments presented by 
the geople who have to admir\i5ter the program in terms of protect- 
ing' the poor and disadvantaged. I am certain that the information 
" my colleague from Michigan is asking for would allow this commit- 

■ ' tee to be of great assistance to you, since the President is v6ry. 

sensitive to criticism from within artd demanijb a high degree of 

loyalty. Sifiee we only have^ 2-ye^ir contract J .think we have^a lot 
* more latitude, but we need the informatron'. " , . /. 

'. I see that the adjiiinistratioR has adopted the provisions uUpwing 
■ for Federal reimburseifien,t fcnypublic institutions serving 25 or 

fewer children. This was a big problem for us in urban communi- 

"^'T assume tharthis provision will cqver children who are akeady 
, in these 'institutions. ^ r l ' i -m *' 

Ms. Maktink/.. From' the day of the passage <rf the- bill. Not 

> retroactive. . ' ■ , -.j'.l'* ■ • 4.u 

' Mr Rangkl. From the day the bill passes any child that is m the 
institution wrM be covere<i in the future. We are not talking about 
children ^t'ho will just be admitted.. _ 

Ms. Martinkz. That is correct, sir. 

Mr, Rangel. Do you understand the difterence? 

Ms. Martinez. Yes, I do. - xt ^ i j 

Mr Rangel. Another concern that we have in New York and 
probably other States is the VM) {lercent ceiling that you put on the 
amount "of a StkeV past expenditures. I don t know how realistic 
that is considering the ever-increasing cost of energy m New 'iork 
and the higher cost of living. The ceiling is almost unrealistic and 
.'extremely Ipw for a State such aa ojirs. I know. .that you have given 

■ 'this some thought: Could you share "that thinking with me?^ 

Ms. Martinez. Mayl>e I could have Ms. Cardenas Ramirez 

answer that. , . ■ .t -r ^ • ;„ 

. Ms Ramirkz. One of the important objectivesHjl the ceiling us in 
f'u-t tu provide incentives to facilitatt' the removal of childreir from 
foster care when they have 5eon placed there inappropriately. 

Mr Rangel. 1 can understand the incentive but when you are 
dealing with States vvhich'don't need the incentive, but which need 
• the monev to continue the progressive {X)sitions they have taken, it 
would appear that this type of language would penalize . them. 

Ms Ramirez. Wi' have been looking at this question lor some- 
time and we would like-.to continue to explore the question with 
thr' comniittee iwd would be open to discussing that question with 

the committee. . , , , , v <- 

Mr Rangkl It .seemXUke there should be some piiss-thTough tor 
those States which must incur higher expenses than others. My 
colleague from New York, Mr. Downey, and 1 will be thinking 
about some formylas which could bring a little more equity 1o this 
system whort- at 4)resent' tho.se who provide the least benefits get - 
higher 'ro-imbursenionts thaiV thoso who try to do what, L believe, 
should be the admtnistration'.s,goal. ' ,~ , 

Ms Martinez. Mr Rangel, that is HO percent over the iiscai year 
I!)7S expenditures of any State. We are saying that it is- .50 percent 



; over any expenditure of ii^ny State ^nd that is a considerable pet-' 
centage. 

Mr. Rangel. In view of the expanded caseload that a State has 
to assume— so often in the city and state of New York we make 
people' eligible— we find it difficult to make our contributions ;to 
the, program notwithstanding what the FederaJ Government in- 
tends to do. 

Ms. Martinez. We would hope more children would not bejn^de 
eligible » t his program. Our purpose is to decrease institutional 
cafe and roster care rather than to make more people eligible foj" 
foster care and institutional care. / 

' Mr. Rangel. Why Aid you restrict this program to AFI3C foster 
care programs? Why^ shouldn't the igdoption assistance be available 
for all AFDC children? ' - . ; 

Ms,. Martinez. This particular pot of money dpes come from title 
IV(a) and there is other money which is not f^tricted in terms of 
AFIX^ eligibility including title XX.. 

Mr. Saucier. The adQption assistance would be available to any 
AFDC-eligible child just as AFDC foster- care is. The same children 
eligible for foster home payments, under the AFDC' foster care 
program, would be eligible for adoption assistance if th^y are spe-^ 
cial needs children, those that are difficult to place for a variety of 
reasons. That WQuld be the only restriction, the special needs chil- 
dren who need permaifent placement for whom there are barriers 
to adoption. ' '■''./ 

Mr. Rangel. In lookinj^ oyer the specs on the admir>istration''s 
bill, it appears as though'^ State could make adoption assistance 
paymentkbto adoptive parents whose income did not Exceed 200 
percent the State's' metiian income. 

^'In- New yo;'k >we don't have . the income tests and therefore"!,! am 
interested: in hearing the justification for such a provision. 

Mr, Saucier. The great cost for a number of handicapped chil- 
dren is unusual medical costs. With our provision medical eUgibiP 
ity would follow the child into adoption, if needed, in addition to 
the adoption assistance limitat;ion, to enable the adopting parents 
to deal with unusual medical costs th^^t the child might' carry with 
' him into adoptive placement! ' * , 

Mr Rangel. The restriction of 75 percept reimbursement is 
consistent with the fi$cal constraints of the adrninistration but-^tT^ 
we have already di^termined significant dollar savings from this 
initiative why is the program only reimbursing States up to Vfi 
percent of the cost^? 

Mr. Saucier, I don't believe the 75 percent reijuifemenl, Mr 
Rangel, vvould create a j>roblem btK^ause motst States are already 
over-matching child we Harc^ funds. 

By investing States and iociil funds to the extent there will be 
State r(^sourc€*s ti^ere to meet the 75 percent match requirement, if 
there are any exceptions at. all it would be very rare. The IV-B 
program- has been less than two-thirds Federal match and the 
proposal would increase that to J5-25. ^ietting all fffe: major pro- 
gntms consistent with the 7;V'25 percent match would also provide 
■administrative simplicity in regard Jto States planning and account- 
Tability. ' • ^ 

Ms. MARTiNKZ\Mr.' Rangel, may I make a clarification here? 



Th6 currept match-is 50 percent' and ^ I imdei^tajid a change in < i . 
' oSir specs it will be, it will continue at SO percent, ndt;at 75 perc^ ^ ^ 
for administrative cost§. It will remain 75 percent traimng^cOSts. ' - 
> Mr. Rangki- Mr; €hairiman I yield i?ack my time. ; ,. ^ 

■ > Mr. Gorman. Mr. Stark." ; v ^ - , ■ - 

Mr: Starij. J^b questions. - _ • . " . * • - . 

Mr. Ck)RMAN. May the Chair suggest if the adftiinistratxon wit- . , 
neases are available we would appreciate your staying, we haV^ . 
^ colleague* Mr. "Miller, who is here to testify and his time may be 
somewhat restricted and I know we want very much to hear froni 
him,. I kixpw the subcdmmittee will benefit from his testimony. - , 
After Mr. Rojisselot, would ypa be able to stay and fh6n come back 
for the remainder of the questions because apparently there are 

■ several. , . . , ■ ■ ■ ' ' 

" Mr. Housselot. • 

Mr. RoussKLOT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.- . 
Ms. Martinez I understand there was an Urban, Institute study of , 
title XX that indicate on the basis of preliminary data that ^ . 
' States represeating nearly three-fifths of th6 Nation Social Service 

Pnwram may notliave i;u(ed the additional funds provided ostensi- ^ , 
I biy fbr-chiid day care under Public Law 49-401 for thai purpose. 
In other words they substituted those funds for funds previously 
allocated for child care. The effect was no expansion of the day 
■ care services despite availability of these fiinds for which, unlike 
. the rest of title XX, no matching funds are required to be a^vapced ' 
by the states. . • , , , . 

A<id^tionally, doesn't this record indicate that the earmarking. : 
may Be more fictiorf than fact and that. we should consider |limi- ' 
nating this (Jistinction if we continue extra funding? C!ould you 
comment on, this finding? , .-■ ■ ' \ 

Mr. Osborne. That is absolutely true. As- Congress passed the 
law there wa§ no maihtenance of efforts nor anything else m the ' 
law that required the States to mandate t|re Stat^ to do that so it 

Let rhe take this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to say one other- 
thing as a point of clarification.'^The adtomistratlon is not propos- 
ing a <:utback in title XX. There is some difference between what 
" you have propos^ as the ceiling and what Mr. %odhead proposed 

as a ceiling and what Vve are propt^ing as- a ceiling but We are not r. ; 
"proposing a cutback. . , . j, ^ ' 

Mr. CoRMAK. Let's all b^ honest with each other. You send last 
year's DOD budget down to DOD andjiave those generals explain 
' to you whpt kind of cutback that iS- , ' ■ ' t . 

Mr. Rousselot- , . ' > .• ... 

- Mr. RoussKLOT. 1 certainly don^ want to get in that- conversati«»n. 

Do you want to comment further? . 

Ms. Martinez. It was true in" 20 States that was the case but 
those 20 States were in compliance with the law. They were not 
required to spend that money on day care. They could if they 
wanted to use that money for other social services at the 7&-{^rcent 
match. There were States who did use that money— many of those 
States were the poorer States wjiere.it was essential for them to 
have the 100 percent match. There are still States today that need 
that 100 i^rcent Federal match; our prop(^l basically is to contin- 
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ue to help those States With that particular need because they are 
th6 poor States in our country. 

Mr. CoRirfAN. If, our administration witness don't mind we wj^l 
be h^ck with you in a few minutes. 

* Congressman Miller, the Chair would like to say there is no 
single membet* in or out df -Congress who KaS been as heipful to 
this subcommittee in trying to wend our way through this very 
tomplex important problem than you, * . i 

We are pleased to welcome you. , 

STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE MILLER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. Mix-LER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am placed in a rather 
awkward p<^itian today because I have always, in most cases been 
trying to convert people or to persuade people that somethiiig 
decent ought to be done eboiit the footer care system. And now I 
find myself appearing in front of ,tAis panel, and it is a little 
difficult to believe that I need try to persuade the members of 
this group to db ^mething decent for children, because it is very 
clear by your agenda today that that is what you are undertaking. 

dare say if the Senate had acted as fast as you had last year Mr. 
Chairman, and as this committee had in 1977, the lives ©fvthou- 
sands'of children in fact would be much different today than it was 
2 years ago. : • ' 

If they had act;ec[^ the hmic rights of many thousands of children 
out of their homes wbuld be violated to a much lesser extent than 
they are now But the Senate did not act. They did not . see the 
urgency. They did not heed ^ the pleas of yourself. and of other 
members of the House, of t^e administration. They did not re- 
spond, and as a result children continue to be taken from their 
families, they continue to be placed , in mental institutions when 
they are not mentally ill, in jails when they have committed no 
cnmes. They continue to be sent far away from their home commu- 
. nity They continue to be beaten,' brui»^ and killed, i don't think 
it-^tak^s any great courage to raise Hell with what went on in' 
Guyana. " v 

But that is the worst cstse scenario. Comparable tragedies wetit 
on in Texas before. It went on in Florida before. It went on ail over 
this country and' continues. Now we have another piece of evidence 
as to the inhumane system ^hat currently exists. 

My effbrts in writing H.R. 1523 were to try to change that.. This 
legislation, like its oredecessor in the W^th Congress, was not writ- 
ten by' me but by a lot of people who are in this room today and by 
people throughout the country who are concerned- with children, 
and by the staff of this subcommittee, which brought great t^hni- 
cal assistance. It was written to try to prevent 30 many children 
from entering the current system. It was built in thp experience^of 
local projects- that ^ve shown us that there are workable aiternav 
tives to ripping the Amedcah family apart. It was written tp try 
and provide a system of support for families and to replace what 
really is .a very brutal system of Federal intervention that now 
exists. ^ ^ ^ ; ^ 

It is a system that, as I said, removes children without cause; 
where reviews of their status are" perfunctory "if not non-existant; 
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where voiunteer children do not receive «uch review^; where they 
continue to be moved time and time again without det«jrmirMng^4l , 
this for tile behefit of .the child. What we really ask is, iB.this tor 
the convenience of the system?" The pressing demand for shelter^is 
so great "that I. suggest that social workers and^those people who 
care about these^ children don't have the time, the re^urces to do 

their jobs. ' . ' . * ' , 

H R 1523 is an effort to try to provide protections to ra^ke sure 
that we provide a system of support for those families by offering 
them services. I am delighted to see that the administfatiort^bin, 
wivich I understand you JMr. Chairman will be carrying fo/ them, 
makes this thlnist of supporting the American family by prdNwding 
services to ^the family in crisis. Study after sttidy shows servic^ 
ivQYe never offered before the child was taken from the home. I he 
legislation would require th6t the child b^ placed m the least 
restrictive environment in the closes,t, proximity to their natural 
home instead of allowing this movement of children across btaie 
lines or even great <^istances within States. Most miportantly, the 
legislaticfn requires the independent, periodic review of case plans. 
When we first started down this road— I hate to say this—in Mr. 
Stark's district there was a study that showed the average case 
review whefe it took place, took 2'/^ minutes. They Were trying to 
decidte 'the future of a child in minutes before the court. 1 
suggest that th£\t is not independent and that is not ^ revii^w. Most 
of it was recitsition of what had happened to the^child in the- past, 
the 'fact the roof did not leak and it v/a^ fed, but no e|tort wa^i 
seriously made to plan foi" the future. ' _ 

Finally a dispositional review would be required after 18 months 
. so that the placing, agenc;^ has to make Up its mind what if;is going 
to do with this child. We khow the alarming statistic—this is y/hy 1 
get so emotional when the Congress fails to act-those children 
Who spend 18 months in f6ster,flare Kave^an 80 pjcent^chance ot 
" finishing- out their youth in that system. HEW studies, GAO_ stud- 
ies found that those children who are taken into the system for an 
anticipated :^ months spend a little over 2V2 years. HEW has ai- - 
- ready discussed this morning how often they are moved m that 

2y:2-year period. ^ * -.^ • 

"So Jet Se just plead with you-artd 1 don t think it is necessary,, 
as- 1 say given the membership of this committee-ta move this bill 
with some dispatch, to use your technical ability to make it better 
arid to include those suggestions and comments by the adnynistra- 
tion At long last perhaps we can look at the end of this year with 
a biit on the President's desk that will provide sonie real support 
for the American family and will in Itict {)erhaps change the lives 
of hundreds of thousands of children who today,- thrpugHs no fault 
of their own, are trapptxi in a system" that is mindless and that is 
endless for them and provides no beneflp. . . , • \, , 
In fact, all of the studies show-and especially New York- 
• that after an experience in tffe foster care, system, children tended 
to deteriorate rather dramatically from where they were> when, 
they entered. 1 am not suggesting we are doing 4mr great fayor by 
including them in this system. Again this is not the federal Gov- 
ernment coming down and toiling States how to do it. but this is' 
really an effort to try to build on what so many local communities. 



' " • ■'• - •- ' ' . , ' /'v.. 

many private^ kroupe have showii to the Federal GovenimenV f: ^ 
ovW the yearsT-wnether it is Nashvute or Portland or New York; . ; 
or ISaii FranciBco, where project after proj^ have shown us chil- 
dren need not enter the s^tera. We need not .spend that money. 
They need not; be taken away from., their families. There are alter- 
jiativfes to this -massive tra^matic intefventiori that takes place on 
a daily basis for thousands .of children. "^'^ ^ \ . 

I will be delighted to respond to quMtidns if it is nec^saiy/i - * 
appreciate th6 reception you have already accorded me ^ and this 
lemslation and for your leadership, Mr. Chairman: 
Mr. Ck)RMAN. Think ypu/MjV ^ » ' , / . 

Mr. Brodhead. - • ' 

Mf . Brodhead. I just want ito thank my colleague for his elo- 
quent-statement. I wish everyone ^hb is involved , with this prob- 
lem assumed responsibility for the solution and were as committed 
and dedicated to its soliition as you are. If thirWere the*case, the ^ 
problem wouJd have been solved leng ago. . V 1 ? 
Thank you. " " 

' . Mr. Gorman. Mr Rousseiot , ' ' 

" Mr RoussELOT, Since I have i>een'on this subcomn^ittee I have 
been made more aware of what toy, ^colleague is talking about. I 
.must admit that certainly he has devpted himself to the subject in 
V a very careful riianner. I gues§ we sjiiould a^t today. . . - .^ 

' Mr. Miller,.! will wait. I will c;ari%the bill. .^^ ■ , 

Mr, Downey; I think we usually nil the record fUiriiif platitudes ; • 
congl'atulating our colleagues on . what they have done. I don^*t ^ ^ 
. think J am going to do that. 1 think what Geoi^e and Bill Prtxlhead \ 
/^hfiVe done in this area speaks for itself, 
^ ^^'George, can you givd me some examples of whei^e Child Welfare 
Preventive Services have worked and/very possibly saved us money 
in terms of foster care placement? 

Mr. Miller, L was looking earlier this morning and it is in this 
material I have in front of rae, there is' the study that was done in 
New Yori^City attributing what they cost of over restrictive pldce- 
ment of chrldren meant in New ^York and it is in the hundreds of" 
; millions of dollars where Schildren could have ijeen placed with a 
. membei- of their family of ih their own homef 

Let me give you some idea— when you look at this issue in terms 
of money when you set the child aside for a minute, let itje give 
you some 'Statistics from what happened in Nashville. The number,, 
of children removed from their home$ and placed in some type of 
substitute cjare decreased after they started haviijg independent 
reviews and front end services offered to families m qrisis. It de- 
creased from in the program year^ 1969-70 to 174 in 1973-1974. 
. . Etecrease of 51 percent, 

The number of children institutionalised was reduced from 324 
to 50 in those san;e years, a decrease of 85 percent. Maybe here is 
the most humane one.^^The number of chiidrea? under the age of 6 
^ who were institutionalise was deduced from 180 to zero. And let's 
^ go back to the dollars for\a second. 

In your Stat^ it could \e $30,000, $40,000 'to keep one of these 
children in an institution for a year. I am not sure 'that is Tor 
security when the child is under 6 so if that child could be kept 
with relatives or fariiily. I think both you and Mr. Brodhead ad- ' 
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dressed the'whoie issue of whether we will allow 'th<^^ families to 
absorb these children and not suffer a financial detriment. That is 
what has to be done. Both of you have addressed that m your 
legislation. ' ' , , ^r. ■ 

■ We 'can cut the ^ost but there is a lot of people who have their 
own problems in today's world just trying to take care of their awn 
children .anda€ they havey to take-in, their brother's sisters or their 
cousin's child then you -start that family down the ropd to deteri^h 
ration because' that child is using rsfsourtes that were originally 
allocated for the other two, So if we are going to pay $30,000 a year 
to^ keep them in an institution, do you think we might spend $3(M) 
or $400 a month to help that ehijtd al^ng with a member of their 

own;family? • ' , / , , , • , , 

In a lot of States that is not allowed. You can t do it because they 
don't want the family making profit Thef e are a lot of institutions 
doing very well under the eiTisting system. That is a long answer to 
a -short question. 

-Mr, Downey, -What .you are saying is— what I am particularly 
interested in— is lAFDC foster cai^ just- as an entitlement program. 
They wiujt to cap same of it but, we run the risk here, if we ignore 
the services, of it costrng us more mojiey. It is just that simple, 

. isn't it? , ,. 

Mr. Miller. There appears |n all the studies— and I am sure 
, Mi8s Martinez can address this also, . certainly Herschel .Saucier 
can— there is ^ trad€M)ff where there is early intervention. In 
terms* of support there is a tradeoff ^o later expenditures. Ihe - 
later .expenditures are by a fac^r of 6 or 7 ^is opposed to what .we 
spend on services. ' • • . 

Mr Downey. The reason 1 am tgnorinji? the humiinity issue is 
that it is obvious;' That is. iiot going to go ai\ywhere. Let me ask you 
about the 25 percent match because I am concerned about- that. 
You come from the propositiop 13 State, Mr. Saucier said,, basically 
some of the States "were over matched and that he did not feel that 
that was such a hardship but given the fact we are going to be 
eliminating some funds and we may be taking away Federal reve- 
nue sharing and budget constraints doesn't, it make more sense to 
you that we make Ihis 100 {)ercent even if we don t provide addi- 
tional money. , 

Why have"2r> percent, Mr. Chairman. Why not do 100 percent.-' 
Mr Mn.LKK. 1 would support that effort because I think in some 
cases' in this new economy that we are working in terms of State 
attitudes and people's attitudes, 25 percent is going to be dilticult, 1 
think you could have strid 3 years ago 25 percent is not a^ ternbly 
difficult niatch but 1 think "that is something this committee will 
h-we to make a determination on. The children's out-of-home pro- 
-Kram in (^aiifornia was in such disaster prior to proposition l.Uhat 
.{here is probably little evidence that that effort would screw it up 
any worse than "it was. It hiis had a devastating affect on children^ 
•ind they are supposydlv the leaders but the cprrent state adminis- 
tration has not done al! that it might in terms of taking care oi 
that trust resF>onsibility. I think you are going to have to look at 
the ihipact on the States with this attitude M'cause you can t 
- . consider this prognmv in a vacuum if}4he-sense.LhatlliiS..iS Jiniy 

■ percent here, because cuts are hitting -the States now from all 



different directions and whm ^we add it. up it is gcipg to be kind of 
severe.- . ^. ■ * * 

\Mr> jPowNEV. Then we have two "points to make. One, the fact 
that services save money and two, the fact that the requirement of 
the contribution for the service is going to dgter the Sta^ froypa 
providing the servict^, \ » > 

Mr/ MiiXKR. I don't think we know the degree to which it vyUl, 
^ bjfit, y^s, it will act as a deterrent. f - ^ 

' Mr. Downey. Let gie ask you about your opinion on the cap 
which was addressed by the administration. Is my understanding 
corr^t that in 1974 we i^ssed the Child Abuse and Prevention and 
^Treatment Act which j^nqouraged us to take a look at neglected 
and abused children. GeC them out if we have to- How can we be 
putting a caj? on foster care apd at the same' time encour^mg 
schools and qiher social service s^encies to take , a look at these 
children and to place them in otKer places- Doesn't that strike you 
as trickery. Isn*t.that going'to be a problem for us, to provide a cap 
r , on a program where we, one, don't know how many children ar,e 
going to be placed in the system, two, we want to encourajge people 
^ at the same time to look at neglected and abu^ children. Why do 
we need a cap? ' 

Mr. Miller. 1 am not a very good one to ask for an objective 
answer. I have always", in si^ech«^^|fcefore children's gri^^ 
7*^ others; said I wish somebody would oring a law suit on behalf of 
t^ose children whom, bpcause of^our budgetary processes, are selec- 
' wely told they can't participate when we already made national 
determination that they are in need of help. 

And the c^p is part of the process. We determine this is 100 
percent of your needs for a family of 4 but we are going to give you 
60 percent. So be it / , ^ 

We have ma<Je a determination as to the numter of children, as 
to the magnitude of services that are necessary. We know what 
that costs but now we say we are not going to do it. What happens 
to those children that fall through the cracks. They Will be back. 
They will be back. They will show up in the criminal justice 
budget, in institutionalization budgets. They will shpw up in abuse 
and neglect. So you can cap them here but they will squeeze out 
' somewhere else. That is the tragedy in children's programs when 
you do that. I say thi^ in jest but by^ the time we start placing caps 
on seniorivcitizt^s' programs they don't have anywhere else to go. 
Children do. Tljey go to jails. They go to mental institutions. They 
go everywhere. Poor seniors^ they just sit home in desperation. 
Nobody will put them in jail. Nobcdy will put them anywhere el^e, 
Tht^se kids are going to squeeze out, so the cap is a false econo- 
my. It is politics— it is politics. Nobody here is going to justify a cap ' 
other than the politics of it, and I appreciate th^ position the 
administration is in, but these kids are going to come back unless 
they slit their throats. The second leading cause of death among 
young people at this point is suicide. 

So there is^he ultimate economy, which is very brazen to say, 
but these kids come back to us time and time again, and the cap 
encourages that repeat performance on their behalf. 
Mr. Downey. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 
Mr. Rangel [presiding]. Mr. Fowler. 



*■ 'Mr. FowLE«: Mr. Miller, before we have to go to vote, would you 
point out what you think of the administration's proposal m thi§. 
area and the differences between that and yotrr bill?v 

Mr, TMiLLER. There are difference^. We all learned from the 
tragic miltake liist year when we sat around and we were nitpick- 
ing for months and months and monlhs before we got an adminis- 
tration biil. Thijp committee couldn't wait and passed its own bill 
oUt of the House. Then the administration acted* and it sat in the 
Senate for the next year.' - " ' ^ . 

I would like to get the process on the road. I have great faith 
that the "iifeople in' this subcommittee can deal with those differ- 
ences. Sure, I would like to have it another way. I would like to 
have it alUthe way in terms of expenditures and the need hgre, but 
I' think I would be fdolhardy to start taking pot ^hots at the > 
subcommittee level j before we had a chance to niake sbm^ of those 
changes. Mr. Brodhead's bill is in a)nflict with the ^tdministra- 
tion's; Mn Downey's ^bill is in conflict with the - adjjiinistration's in 
' various areas. But wlien I look at the supportive- fao^ here, includ- 
ing yours, I am delighted. 

Mr. FowiJBB. Noihing unpalatable that you want us to zero m on 
and take a close look' it? 

' Mr. MiLLKR. The cap presents some problems in terms of commit- 
ment to solving the problem. It really does. And the match pre- 
sents th<^ prbblems, and I just don't believe that a4>artial solution 
in this case does much for you. We are sort of traveling along that 
road now. ' . , 

• We sort of have a Federal, program, b-month reviews. We have 
that in existing -law except there is no money to make it work. 
Outside of what private organizations have done and a few HEW • 
pi^pt projects, the system does not work worth a damn. You don \ 
have to go to a conservative State or a poor Sta,te; go to any State 
and you will find out the system does not work. . 
' So we already have a partial solution ^and it is helping kids at a 
record rate. So those are the things that you will have to deal with 
as a subcommittee." They are going to be tough. • . 

Mr Downey. Will my friend yield? George, am I correct m 
understanding that if an AFDC-eligible child stays in his home,, 
there is no cap on the aniount of money that we provide, but n 
that same AFDCeligible child gets involve^ in the fester care 
system for one reason or another, arid his family, income increases, 
that we iare going to cap it? . 

Mr, MiLLKti. Let the administration correct me \\ X am wrong^but 
I think Just for general maintenance there is no cap right today; 
we just mairrtain children if they come into the system and we will 
maintain them forever. Now, we. may argue about where they 
should be' placed, but just for the general maintenance tliere is no 

'^^io if every State made the worst judgment and the children are 
in the most restrictive environment in a heavy institution, the cost, 
as I say, in New York could be $30,000 to $40,000 a. year. In other 
States, Institutions are designed around a quota of unfortunate 
children and the cost can be $25,000 or $30,000 a year. There is no 
cap on that, but that is a resalt of doing nothing at the front end» 
so that 'the bill just continues to go up. 



J>o you want to place a cap? I Nvill teiryou where to place a cap. 
Try that one. Tell the States you are hot going to pay for long tem 
maintenance and see how interested they become in preventive 
services. That is wh^re I y/as when I originally introduced the bill 2 
years ago, _ » ^ ' 

Mr. Rangel. The chairman inli^ds -to continue through the. 
quorum call. I am holding the charSl^ntil he gete bade, so those 
members who would like to respond to the b#lls can-do" so at this 
time. Mr, Miller, it* is abundantly clear to me that your position is 
hot found in the budget. But if we tc^k a Took at the .defense 
budget, I wonder whether you would be able to project inflated 
costs and increases in it based on the^ deterrent value,^and whether 
or hot HEW might follow your comment, 

I am talking about the detert^nt value of future costs.* There 
have been many articles written about it, but I think we canr reach, 
certain conclusions about what will eventually happen when a kid 
starts off going down the wrong track. Maybe we can get a better 
handle, as the defense people 3o, in presenting our case if we. 
consider these future costs rather than talk about human misery. 
Do you know of any studies that have been made? 

Mr. Miller, There are studies.' There are organizations that have 
tun out Jthe cost of the child that has gone wrong, as they say. We 
would never offer up the hundreds of thousands of dollars it takes 
to support a child who has gone wrong for whatever jeasons; we 
would never offenthat as a reward for a child who' has done well or 
a family who has done well 

On your point about the defense budget, I related we will spend 
$125 billion to make sure all those Russian children grow uftnot to 
make' the wron^ decision, against our national interest. We ha^e 
children who have d^lared war on this country, They are in our 
subways, on your streets, in our neighborhoods. You will find, 
when you look at those children, that the original trigger was, in 
many instances— in an overwhelming number of instances — some- 
thing^\that was beyond the control of that child. 

Mr. Rangel. We have no problem in Ihe Q)ngress and State 
legislative bodies appropriating moneys to imprison these children, 
so if you need more prisons, mpre police, more judges, and. more 
juvenile coiirt^ in New York City, this is where we can find the 
money. " , 

With all of the projects we have in New York, we just found $10 
million for' more policemen for the subways, but we can't find $2. 
million to prevent the kids from taking over the subways. ' - 

Mr. MiLLKR. That is exactly the point. Unfortunately people 
assume that every juvenile delinquent, every hardened criminal, is 
somebody who made a rational determination to blow somebody 
else away. Many of these kids started^out by being abused, as were 
their parents; they started out by being ripped out of their families 
by a social bureaucracy, and they are on the road, folks, and it 
costs a fortune to maintain them. 

I appreciate your comments, Mr. Rangel. Hopefully that is what 
the attitude of this committee and their efforts will deter. 

Mr. Chairman, I \waiSt to thank you for the time that your 
mambers and you hav^ accorded m^e. - - . 
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Mr; C!ORMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Miller. Thank you for : 
.appearing. Your tajtiniony is most valuable. 

Would the administration witnesses come back to testify? I an- 
ticipate th^t this subcommittee wills^recesa from 12 until 1:00 and, 
if necessary, for dinner from 6:00^until 7:{K)- Those-who are sched- 
uled to be witnesses today will bife heard. We appreciate youj pa- ^ 
iience but, as you c:an see, all of the mejnbers are very much • 
interested and have questions, so we may run some timg, today, but 
we will definitely hear you, 

I am sure we won't get past th? administration witness this \» . 
^ morning, so any of you who Want to go on and make other arrange- 
ments we will recess foi* IQ minutes. I would hope we would start 
the panel at- 1 o'clock. 

[A brief recess was takeft,] 

Mr. Gorman. The subcommittee will come to drder. Mr. Downey 
will inquire. ^ 

Mr. LtowNEY. I want to follow up-Mr. Rangel's question. My 
understanding is that , even if a child is AFDC-eiigible but wa§ 
voluntarily placed before the ^nactment, there is no reimburse- 
ment if he is placed in a small j^ublic group home, that the admin- 
istration makes the child ineligible for Feddral reimbursement. 

Also I would like to Icnow, if a child ie AFDOeiigible but is 
^voluntarily placed before enactment of the bilU whether there is 
reinibursement for adoption subsidy. . 

'So tl>e first question to review is: AFDC-eiigible but. was voliij): 
tarily ptaced beifor^. enactment— there is no reimbursement if he is^ 
placed in a small pubiic group, Can you tell me if that is the case? 

Ms, Martinez. No-retroactive reimbursement, no, sir, 

Mr. Downey. It would seem to me one of the things we want to 
do, one of the whole puYpcBes of the process of review, is to fmd 
these kids and do the review and get them out. Why can't we 
> provide reimbursement to find these kids? And first I should ask 
you: Qp we do that? Do we reimburse for voluntarily placed? * - 

Ms, Martinex. No, We are recommending in our proposal that 
we pay for voluntarily placed children. There aref several provi^ 
sions. One, there has to be some kind of i^eview, possibly a court 
review. 

Mr. Downey. From the date of enactment on? > 
Ms. Martinets. That is correct. 

Mr. Downey. What concerns me is thiSt, prior to enactment, We 
haVe all of these voluntarily placed kids in this system, and doesn't 
• , it make sense for us to provide some sort of reimbursement so we 
can do a review to follow up to see if these kids should stay in the 

system? v. 

Ms. Martinez. The first year it is required by the law that 

they—— - 

r Mr. Downey. To go back and then be reimbursed r 

' Ms. Martinez. No; b^it they must find all of these cases;, ihey 
must track all of those childKenf. So we would be Veimbursing thfe 

kids. • 

Mr Downey. J am not so sure I understand your answer and 
please "bear with me. We have a whole host of children who are in 
tho system today who have not been followed up, some of whom * 
have been voluntarily placed. The whole imix?tus for both George 
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Miller's aqtiviti^ and Inll land for ray bill, is that we are concerned 
th^t the system is not working. I t^ink the administration will 
agree vyith that. x 
Ms. Martinez. We agree with that,, sir. 

Mr. DowNpy. Doesn't it make ^nse to encourage the States to do 
these fqllow-up reviews an^ to look aft6r the# child^^? \ . 

Ms. Martii^ss. That is ^t exactly. / 

Mr. DowNE¥. You claim you do that? 

Ms. MARTiNBfie,-« o; we are recommending th^t in the bill. 

Mr. Downey, I am not sure I understand, the way 1 asked the , 
questions, but I hope that would ])e one Of- the principal things We 
would be concerned about. 

Ms. Martwez. This is Mr. §U2uki, who is Deputy Commissioner 
of the Administration for Public %rvic€^, the title XX agency. He 
X has been here a long time and he .Kiiows all of the ins and outs. Let 
me have him answer that qu^tion. 

V Mr. SiniuKL ,You are concerned about children wh^ are placed in 
foster care who have not been AFDOFC and you are making the 
i>Qint that, in the proposed AFDC amendm'fents for it stijl r^ates 
to children who are in the AEDC^ligible eatery. I just w^ted to 
make the comment that services such as title aX are not necessar- 
ily linked at aU to DC-PC eligibilitjf. so that there are foster 
care service activities that a State may wiS^h to undertake for kids 
already in placement, not payment of tlwir c^re. - . 

Your cpncern is sehrices^ that there are ways of using service 
dollars in terms of reviews and. other activities. And obviously in 
ty^B, the ohe thing that is different from IV- A. is that IV^B is 
opfep fon all children regardless of eligibility. In-other words* there 
is no AFDC-link eligibility, ^ there are really two parts. ' 

Mr. DowfJEY. Let rae rephrase the qii^tion so we might address 
one of my particular confeet^s. That is, for an AFDC-eligible child 
voluntarily placed before enactment, there is no reimbursement for 
adoption subsidy? ^ A^; J- ^ ' 

Ms. MartiisJez. No'WrSaCtive reimbursement. . 

Mr. DowNiCY. Orr the 75-25 match that we were talking about 
before, if you recall, Mr, Saucier, ifefore I ended my inquiries in the 
first round I was asking you, about your experience as a title, XX 
administrator, where the pressure came from for the service dollar, 
and at 4hat point, I think, I yielded to Mr. Brodhead, who looked 
JrrevcKably lost. Could you explain to me where the pressure is, 
where you found that pressure to be? 

Mr. Saucier. It comes fVom everywhere. 

Mr. Downey, Where does it come from the most. Is there one 
group that is better organized than another? - 

Mr.' Saucier. Where some problems touch people from all socio- 
economic levels, these groups are usually in a better position, have 
more influence, they are better organized, have, more energy to 
work together for resources. We have an unusual responsibility for 
childrert, yet we have advocates for children providers, agencies, 
pressure comes from everywhere, and Staties have a difficult task 
of making decisions on where are they going to place it. 

The emphasis of these amendments focusing on the needs of 
children and youth and families will assist the States in looking .at 
children as a priority need. Of^ course, we recognise that States are 
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utilizing, by and iarge, all of their title XX dollars. Therefor^^it.is^ 
sq; vital that we give some additional resources to title IV-*B that is * 
target^ to kids and youth and fAnilies in order to give added 
emphasis and visibility to th^, families. . . 

Mr. Downey. C^n we address the 75-25 match for a moment. 
^ You talked about overmatch. My ^ncem is simply that even the * '. ' 
25-percent requirement, given the existing bu<^t constraints on 
^ the States, is something that they are liable to shy away from. And 
if I am wrong, tell me where I am wrong. 

'Mr, Saucier. Let me give you some specifics. Now, -it is easy to 
get confused between title XX, the pn^ams there and the difficul- 
ty of finding a match, and title IV-B,' the child welfare amend- ^ 
ments portion of this bill. On an average throi^hout the country^ 
soriiewhere between 6 and 8 percent of the financing of child wel- ^ ^ 
fare services under IV^B in this country comes from Federal dol- 
lars. Most States are putting in more thaa 9p percent of the cost of 
financing child welfare services under title TV-B of the Social 
, Security Act. ' 

\ Mr. Downey. But if they then use those Federal dollars from one 
ii^ponsibility to provide a match for the other, they have to take it 
from somevirhere, don't they? 

Mr. Saucier. There is a clear maintenan(^K)f-efFort clause in the 
administration bill that. states that total expenditures of States for 
these child woriker services can he no less than ixi^^ year prior to 
enactment of the bill. We feel that is a very importarit provision jof . 
the bill, so there wiU not be shiftiBg,4nter-title transfers or phasinjg: 
out child welfare title XX funds. 

Mr. Downey. I have not seen your bill. If I am not mist^Jcen, it ' 
arrived last evenmg, ^d.so I have not had an opportunity to see it.. 
And if I understand yoi|^maihtenance-of-efTort requirement, it is a 
requirement that says that if you do not maintiain the effort you 
will be penalized. Or does it just say, .^'*We would like you\to 
maitifain the effort'^? ' 

. Ms. Martinet. There would be penalties. 

Mr, DowxEV. What would the penalty be? 
/ Ms. Martinez. I^'hey wDuld not get' the money if they didn^t^ 
rpaintain the matching rate, ^e strongly believe it must be a 
Federai^tate partnership. There is no partnership if it is 100- 
percent Federal money. Then it is truly a Federal program, per^ 
haps administered by the State. We have a very strong feeling that 
there should be a Federal-State partnership. , 

Mr, Rangel. Wojjid the gentleman yield? I am all for pBrtner- ^ 
ships, but has the administration examined what the cost to the 
Federal Government would be in other areas if, in fact, we did npt 
have that program at^he TG-j^rcent match? In other words, some- 
times we have partnership just for the sake of partnership. Other 
times it could be that the Government wants to save, not moni^ 
just for the State, but monies that the Federal Government will 
have to pay in other programs. Isn't that some, type of a considera- 
tion? Are we locked into this partnership? 

Ms, Martinez, I think, first of all, the issue of the difference in 
matching rat^ is a major issue that needs to be considered by the^ 
administration and the Congress. Second of all, in terms of the 75- 
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.25 match, that is quita a rich match, Th^re are very few pn^rams 
in the G<}Yernm©nt that have that high a levei of match. 

Mr. Rangel. That was not my point. Mr. Gorman is talkimg 
about saviriig jfche State money and I inp talking about saving the 
"Federal Grovernmen,t money. 

Ms: Mabtinkz. Do you want us to raise the matching rate? 

Mr. Rangel. What I am asking is: Is there any dat^. collected to 
show that the Federal Go^^rhment will be saving money by a 100- 
percent match? I ^ 

Ms, ; Martinez. Not that I know of but I certainly will check that 
out. I don't believe there is any way we would know that a 1(M)- 
percent miitch would save money. 

' Mrv Rangel. I am talking about bringing kids into this program 
that might go into other programs where we are locked, into spend- 
ing money for matches that are jess equitable. 

Ms. Martinez. I think there? h a misunderstanding. There are 
two titles that we are proposing here, and I was saying earlier to 
the chairman that we are talking about two specific titles, IV-E — 
, moving the AFE)C foster care program from title IV-A and making 
a new section, IV-E— that is where you have the^p— and IV-B, 
which is the sociaJi services part, where yo^! , don't have ia cap; you 
do have an authorisation leve}. ' > . ^ 

The administratibn, in the IV-B social ^rvices pArt, is saying we 
are proposing up to the authorization level of $26fr million for IV- j 
B. Ar^ it would be an entitlement, so the States could collect up ta 
that level after the first ye^r. On tV-E, that is where we have the 
cap and that is where we bpiieve the Incentive tOj,^deinSti tut icMialize 
children is important. ^ 

You -can cc^tinue to allow the States an open-ended appropri- 
ation to use just the foster care system or the irtstitutiort^l care, 
system for children. If you leave that open-ended they will more 
likc% do as. they have done. If you see the-irtcreases in the number 
of children over the last 10 years, you can see that factor, ^■ 

But yqu will see that, wherever there, is a cap on social services,' 
they will then use the program moneys. We are saying: Put the cap 
On the IV-E proposal so that you can reduce the number of kids in 
foster care and institutional care. Increase the mbney for ihe serv- 
ices in title IV-B all the way up to the authorization level so that, 
in fa^t, services would be provided. ' * 

- Not only that but we say that if you have any leftover money 
from IV-E, the foster care maintenance program, it can be shifted 
to IV-^B for social seryices. iThat is very important. You are con- 
cerned about services. So are we. We are also concerrted about the 
increasing numbers of children in- foster care and we want them 
reduced. ^ - ■ 

Mr. DownkV. Ix?t mt* see if we can trace back some of your logic. 
You said that, with additional services—and I think this was the 
fii^t question I asked you— you believe you can save money? 

Ms, MARTINE2. That is correct. 

Mr. Downey. We pretty much agree with that portion of ft. And 
you said that, if we were to provide no 75-25 for the match, we 
would not encourage the States to provide any additional services 
and you just said that it doesn't <ave any money; that was your 
answer to Mr, R^mgel, was it not. 



Ms,. Martinez. I am not following you, sir. 
Mr. DowNKY. Maybe I am not hei^g clear. 

Mr. Rakgel. I aske^ whether a i(H)^rcent reimbursement 
would not save the' Federal Government mdney by taking kids out 
of the institutions where we already are locked into matching 
requirements. * 

Mr. Downey. As an inducement to do something else with them,* 
Is4that correct? And you said no, that was not going to save money. 
But you ^Iso said services save money. Nqw, does that make sense, 
or am I confusing the issue? ^ 

Ms. MA^TiNKZ. Ilhink it»does. I think tlje issue is not where the 
monpy comes from; it is whether the services are provided. 

Mr Downey. You jdpn't think any additional services are going 
to be provided. Let me just deal with this partnership and I will let 
you respond. I understand what the administration is saying with 
respect to the partnership. Charlie likes them and I like^them. 
. I am one of the adrmpi#^ I think it 

is all wet ^^^ithtiiisJ^ I see the Presideiit, I inten<i to 

tell him/ 'BuPwHat you -are saving and wHat we all agT:ee with is 
that the ^^ices save mon^y ^d what you are also saying is that 
the 75-25 really is a ;gQ^ ^rmership, something we should have 
for whatever reason, but timf the 100 f>ercent does not induce 
anybody else to get 'inyo]>»^d'^ - 

Ms. Martinez. Let^iM give you some, facts,. Oiit of 75-25 match 
that would mean tjhfere would be $266 million of money, Federal 
dollars, when we finally get' to that point, plus we would -have 25 
percent more State money above that $266 million. Now at a 100- 
percent match there would be a total of $266 rhillioli. So in fact 
more kids would be served with the match than without the match. • 

Mr, DowNi5V. I hope you are right < 

Ms, Marti?4ez. ■ That is absolutely correct. The nuijibers are 
there. 

Mr. Downey. I iiave more questions, Mr. Chairman, but I know 
Mr. Brodhcad has some and I will wait. ^ 

Mr. Broi^hkad. I wanted to say one thing. I have been pretty 
harsh witiithe administration people here today,, and it is not he- 
cause 1 doubt the'^dminiJ^tration's commitment fo the solution to 
these problems. The fact of the matter is that, for whatever reason, 
w.^v have not had the kind of cooperation that we need in order to 
achieve legislative solutions, " . 

I think if you gave^ it i\ little reflcK^tion, you would understand 
that members are npt tripping ail over t'hemselves to serve "on this 
sulKonimittt^, you know, 

Thi.s is not one of the prime jx)litical subcommittees. There is 
nothing that you^dd here to get reeU^cti^d. This is not where 'the 
prestige is in this Congress. This is a subcommittw that is tryin>t to 
address some very difficult problems, and' We don't get much C(K)p- 
eration or understanding from anybody. ,We would ho|x* that we 
could develop a closer working relationship ,with the people in 
HEW who are, I believe, .as intetligent and as committed to the 
solution of ihe^' problems as we are. • - ' 

1 have had my staff redraft the letter I sent to Secretary Cali- 
fanos I have provided you .with a specific request: We would like to 
hhwe some information about projected cost savings from an addp- 



tion subsidy program. We are not going to see eye to eye oh 
everything— but if We could rise above some of our smaiier differ- 
ences and if the administration could be more r^ponsive to the 
requests from the members of this committee and the staff of this 
committee, i think we qould greatly eicpedite the solution to thiS' 
problem, ' . * 

Ms, Martinez. Mr. Brodhead, I made a commitment to you that 
I would get those answers tor you immediately. I have found out 
the letter did not come to us, • 

Mr, Brodhead. I addressed it to the Secretary, Mr. CSaiifano. / 

Ms. Martinez. But it did not come to us wKen it was handed 
down through the ranks for a respNpnse, but we^ll get that answer 
iind we will get it to you as fast as possible. 

Mr, Brodhead. I look forward to a better relationship in the days 
to come, and I thank you for your cooperation, 

Mr. Gorman. Mr. Rangel. ^ 

Mr, RanIuEL. Does the Federal rem&ursement, cover a child volX 
untarily-placed for adoption by an AfFDC family? 

Ms. Martinez. After the enactmeut of the law it will, if certain . 
procedures are followed in terms of court'Yeview or special panel 
review of that child, ye#. 

, Mr Rangel. Suppose the adoption takes place— what would the 
court have to do, jusjt go tfe-ough the legal technicalities? 

Ms. Martinez. When^ you say voluntary placement you don't 
mean placing them for adoption? 

Mr. K A NOEL.- Yes, I do. 

Ms. Martinez/ There are two processes we are talking, about. 
One is a voluntary placement. Iii that case, after the enactment of 
the bill, if ^there were court review* or specjal panel review, then 
the money would follow the child to that temporary placement. In 
terms of adoption-^ — . < 

Mr. Rangel. What if the necessity for court review in that case? 
What protections are v^e giving? 

M4. Martinez. 'We are insuring that it is voluntary and that in 
fact there is due process for the chilcj[, biological parents, and ako 
in terms of foster parent^. We also want to make sure ^tkat that is 
the right assessment to make. It is not just the coQrt. It could be a 
special panel on the voluntary placements.' 

' Mt, Rangel: How, are you taking a Child away from the parent if 
the parent voluntarily places the child? 

M*. Martinez, It fia^ been known to happen, but let me defer to 
/my e;c pert here. 

Mr. Saucier. . Mr. Rangel, voluntary placements under IV-E 
Would be allowed, but if the child remains^ in placement for 6 
months it must have.admjjystjative^or court review to assure that 
the placement is in the^Gest intferest of the child. If the decision is 
made that that child ca^45»est be served through adoption, then the 
adoption assistance will follow the child if it is a special-needs 
rfiild. 

Now, the ttill provides certain broad conditions or definitions of 
special nwd, but States wiil add substance to those cdnditions— 
physictiUy handicapped, emotional disturbance, large sibling 
groups, mixed racial backgrounds, these kinds of things. So the 
court review is not related s{5ecirically to th(? adoption assistance 
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but the child i^ust be eligible for AFDG ft»ter care in order for the 
assistance payment to follow it into adoption if it is a special-needs 
« child. This is not for aU AFDC children neejiing adoption or where 
adoption is appropriate. • 

Mr. Rangel. My colleague was asking if this would 'laK'ly to. 
children who were in the system prior to^^eQactment of the legisla- 
tion? - / ... - 
Martinez, There is no retroactive provision. 

tB. Downey, It is not a question of just retroactivity. These are^ 
kids who are lost, that you want to provide some sort of carrot to 
go after thera and look for them. * 

Ms. Martinez. We will be looking for them. That is where the 
management information system wiU-t>e set up. If they are already 
adopted they are already adopted. ' r 

Mr. Downey. I am not talking about kids that adopted. I am 
talking al^ut kids in fester care. - 

Ms. Martinez. There will be no retroactive reimbursen^ent. 
There will be requirement to hav6 a maijagement information 
tracking system for all children. They will have to identify every 
single child. ^ 

Mr. Downey. I don't want to be confused. I am not talking about 
paying for. the years that they were in the system, I am talking 
about a subsidy starting from the date they are reviewed. - ■ 

Ms. Martinez. You are not tsilking about adoption? 
* Mr. Downey. Just the fc^t^r care payment starting from thfe 
' date they are Teviewed. . 

Ms. Martinez. If they ,are iir' foster care on the -date of enact- 
mant and they were voluntarily placed on the day of enactment of 
the bill they would then be entitled— if they are , eligible for 
APIX:— for payment. Because they were placed there previously 
, does hot have anything to do with it. ' , r»r » 

Mr. Saucier. May I point up a relationship between the IV-B 
requirements and the AFDC foster care provisions. The additional 
money that will come from IV-B will require Stat^ do a thorough 
inventory 6f all children in fpster care. At that point they will 
" identify those children who are AFDC eligible; as well as all other 
^ :<children who are placed from other funding sources, so there is an 
integral relationship between some of the requirements in the IVt- 
B child welfare amendments and the AFDC foster care changes 
. that we are advocsating. T^r>/^ ^ 

. Mr Downey. Can I ask one question about the AFDC foster care 

cap? 

Mr. Gorman. Sure. 

Mr. Downey. I understand from your explanation that the pur- 
pose of this is to prevent the money from being wasted on 

' 'institutionalization, and that in this sense it provides some incen- 
tive Can you assure me that, as we learn more ahout neglected 

. and abused children, that this will be enough money to put them 
in foster care in the event we need to do that tempdrarily? 

Ms. Martinez. I can assure yoi;, as much as we know today, we 
believe that we have been generbus in^the cap. We are paying for 
every single kid in the system and every single kid who is going to 

■ be put into the system until the day this bill is enacted. 




4 

■1 4 



37 . 

Ms. Ramirez. Mr. Downey, I think* the answer is we can-t. I 
administer the Child Abuse and Neglect program, and it is a very 
difficult thing to do ,becmise you are constantly reminded pf emerg- 
ing problems in this area, particularly around sexual abuse. So, no, 
we can't say that there will be enough money for all the kids that 
we might find. We know from a preliminary study that some one- 
third of the ^cases of the kids who are abused are currently l^ing 
reported. It is a diffici^lt problem, but we have^made provisions and 
a commitment to review this provision, and this committee will 
have the opportunity to review that with us. What we are saying is 
that, while the figures are diffipult to master at this point, we will 
be looking at it and it is not our intent to deny foster care when it 
is appropriate for a child to be placed in foster care, r 

Mr. Downey. It seems to me we ,run a risk here— J -ag-ree with 
you, although I don't know that I would come to the e«act same 
conclusion— I agree with your wanting to provide some incentive to 
the States to not put the kinds in institutions. No one disagrees 
with you there. I am just so concerned that a cap il3 not the way to 
do it. You. heard what George Miller said about his feelings about a 
cap and what happens is there are more neglected and abused 

children. ^ . , r ^ i 

What happens if the 1974 law works in terms of identifying these 
chil(lren, and what happens if this is, not enough money? Your 
assurances today do n^t h^^lp the kids any, I. know you want to help 
those, kids, ThM is why you are here. In a way I wish we could be a 
bit more ciindid with you. 

I would like to take you out privately and see what you think 
about sdme^f these caps on foster care because I dare say it would 
probably be a lot different than what/ you are telling me today. 

Ms, Martinez; With t^p^spect to IV-E, I would have to tell you 
that I would differ with you. privately, not just publicly, I really 
believe that we must cut the" incentives to instutionalize children, 
so on p private basis I would also disagree with you. 

Mr. DowNKY. Afe you happy with the mechanism? 

Ms. Martinkz. Yes. I think' it is absolutely essential 

Mr. DowNKY I wish I could be as comforted by this mechanism 
as you are. 1 am not And fortunately for the children, 1 am the 
one who is goi ng^o vote on it. 

Ms. Martinez. We do have a provision to review this, and we 
intend to keep very close tabs on it so we are not closing the door 
on that subject. We have not said this will be our {Sosition forev>r. 
Ror the ppt^sent this is our position. < 

Mr, DowNKY. Mn Chairman, 1 would like to close with just 
something for our witnesses. 1 served for 4 years on the House 
Armed Servicx^ Committee. We used to deal with $219 million for 
tanks in maybe a minute or two; $0 billion in ten minutes for the 
'puryha<e of 'airplanes and cruise missiles and things like that. It 
seems to me we spend a lot of time h^re talking ab<)ut, arguing 
with each other, as to whether or not ,t2l9 million or $2:\() million 
is an appropriate pap for foster children. 

We have our priorities, and this .administration— which 1 sup- 
,part— has its priorities very, very mixed up. , i • • 

' Mr, Cohman. Are there any further questions of the administra- 
tion witnes^es^^ We were pleased to have you with us. 



We will start again at i o'clock with the panel. . 
[Whereupon, at 12:15 p,m., the subcommittee recessed^ to recon-^ 
vene at 1 p.m,] / 

^ Ai^n'EHNOON Session 

Mr. CoRMAN. The subcommittee will resume its hearings. 

We are pleased to welcome Melvin Evans, delegate from the 

Virgin Islands; Juan Luis, Governor, Virgin Islands; and Gwendor 

lyn Blak?, Commissiolier of Social Welfare. 

STATEMENT OM HON. MELVIN H. EVANS, A DELEGATE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS 

Mr. Evans. I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, It is my sole 
duty this afternoon and a pleasure for me to present to you the 
Governor of the Virgin Islands, Governor Juan Luis. He is very 
young as you see, and this is the modern trend I presume. He took 
over his duties in January last year at a v^^y difficult time when 
his predecessor died in office and he was suddenly called. . 

He has done "a very good job in the Virgin Islands and was 
reelected in his own ri^ht in November.^ It gives me^reat pleasure 
to present the Governor of the Virgin Islands, Governor Luis, 

Mr. Gorman. We are pleased to welcome you. This supremacy of 
youth worries me more than ft does Mr. Range!. 

Mr. Rangel. Mr. Chairman, I hope if we do not fully understand 
all of the testimony that is about to be given this afternoon that 
you will give the committee an opportunity to hold hearings in the 
Virgin Islands some time so we can better understand it. 

Governor Luis. We will be pleased to welcome you, 

STATKMW OF HON, JUAN LI IS, GOVERNOR OF THE U.S. 
VIRCilN fSLANDS. ACCOMPANIKD BY GWENDOLYN BLAKE, 
rOMMISSIONKR'OF SOCIAL \YELFARE 

Governor Ixus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 

committee. I have with ,me on my. left Commissioner of Social 
\Velfare Mrs. Gwendolyn Blake, who is thoroughly familiar with 
the subject I will be presenting^ and I would ask that any questions 
directed on this matter be directed to her. 

It is a great ple^isure for me to be here today to speiik in support 
off the recommendations of this subcommittee of the Comrnittee on 
Ways and Means. ^ , 

The committee has recommended two amendments to the Social 
Security Act vyhich are of extreme importance to the people of the 
Virgin Islands; (1) Extension of the $2.4 million ceiling on Federal 
public assistance fund^ enacted last year, and (2) a guaranteed 
entitlement of $r)(){)J)0() under title of the Social Security Act. 

We were extremely pleased last year when Congress enacted an 
increase in the ceiJing on Federal public assistance payments for 
the Virgin Islands for the first time since 196H. I think you' can 
appreciate that our elation was tempered cohsiderably when we 
learned that the increase from $8(M),(){H) to $2.4 million was for 
flscivi year 1S)7S? only. , 

Welfare* benefits had not been raised^in the Virgin Islands sinc^ 
1970, despite an increase in the cost of living of over 50 percent. In 
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light of the serious hardshii^ our public assistance recipients have 
experienced, I decided that the only just^course of action ^ould be 
to use the additional Federal funds to raise benefits, although I am 
fully cognizant of th^ problems which will occur if thej Federal 
increase is not continued at the new level. ' ! 

Effective October 1, 1978, the Virgin Islands benefit lev^l for one 
person was raised from $52 per month to $78. Attached to my 
statement you will find a complete schedule of the new | benefits. 
I^pite thcxse raises, the benefits are still grossly inadequate. A 
single elderly person continues to receive less than half the benefit 
which would be available under the Supplemental S^urit^ Income 
program if it were extended to the territpry. An APDC family of 
four receives less than half of the benefit paid in the State of Wew 
York, where .the cost of living is 25 percent lower. Nevertheless, 
the n^ benefit Jevels do represent a substantial. improvement and 
I strongly believe that they must be maintained. 

Let me be frank with you in saying that the Vii^in Islands 
Government simply does not have the money to tHks, new 
benefit level without an extension of .the $2.4 .million ceiling. 
Virgin Isllanders have consistently contrihwted more toWardl-the 
cost of welfare benefits than the Federal Government. In fact this 
will be the' first year since 1950, when Federal welfare laws were 
extended to the territory, that the local government share will be 
less than the Federal share. ^ 

We intend to maintain out past level of spending to supplement 
any Federal monies received so that w^ can pay the highest possi- 
ble benefit. However, the present financial condition of the terri* 
tory makes it impossible for us to pay more if the $2.4 million 
Federal ceiling is reduced. Although a reduction in benefits will 
cause welfare recipients great hardship, the . local government has 
no other alternative. The increased Federal moneys were passed' on 
to our welfare recipients and I am afraid that any jipiuction in 
Federal moneys will also have to be pass^ on to cliefnts. 

The second recommendation of the subcommittee of special inter- 
est to the Virgin Islands is the guaranteed entitlement of $500,000 
under title XX. This money is absolutely^ essential to maintain ^ven 
a minimum level of social services for our residents. We have been 
informed by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
U^at we may. receive no title XX funds this year due to the in- 
creased expenditures of the States, As a result, Ihe Virgin Islands 
is facing a isubstantial deficit in its funds, for foster care and the 
Department -of Social Welfare i& operating with one-third less prO: 
fessional social services staff than last year. The $500,000 entitle- 
ment under title XX must be enacted and it should made 
retroactive for fiscal year 1979 in order to insure that the territor- 
ies will receive funds this year. 

While we strongly support the two provisions that I have dis- 
cUBsed, I hope that you view these as only short-term emergency 
action to correqt the most urgent problems caused by the discrimi- 
natory national welfare laws. I would l)e remiss if I did not remind 
you that when our former Governor, Cyril E. King, testified before 
^you in late 1976, this subcommittee was recommending the elimi- 
nation of the Federal ceili^ig on public assistance for the territories 
as weli as the extension of the SSI program to our U.S. citizens. In 



that respect, the two provisions being discussed tod^y are a giant 
step backward in the struck toward ' equal treatment' for the 
territories under Federal welfare laws. 

I will not take the subcommittee's time todayto once more point 
out the numerous -ways in which Ihe Sociaf Security Act discrimi- 
nates against Virgin Isjj^ders. I will ask that you keep in mind 
that^the progr^ive social services amendments you consider today 
will mostly exclude the territories because of arbitrary funding 
limitations. ' 

At some later poin4 this subcommittee will be considering legisla- 
tion cosponsored by Gongresspian .Melvin Evans from the Vii'gin 
Islands and the Representative of the other territories. I urgfe that 
you will give this legislatign Vour careful attention and support. I 
also ask that you' insure that any welfare reform, legislation consid- 
ered this year addresses jthe needs of Che territories as well as the 
St^ites. V t 

This subcommittee has been :a good friend of the territori^ and I 
hope we can continue to work together to bring about a better life 
Tor the disadvantaged residents of the Virgin Islands. . 

Thank you- ^ 

[Attachment to the prepared statement follows:] 

. VIRGIN mm miti^ism^ need and paymow standard . . ' ' 
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Mr, CkDRMAN. Thank you. We always had good relationships with 
the Virgin Islands and I must say I am siire we will now. We look 
forward to working with Delegate Evans. 
Mr. Rangel. \ 
Mr. RangeiI I appreciate the Governor's testimony. I think that 
when you take time out of your schedule to come to Washington, it 
merely emphasizes the serious nature of these problems. You can 
depend on the fact that I will be working very closely with Con- 
gressman Evans, because creating different classes of citizens and 
treating people differently, especially the; pqor, is repugn^ant to 
everything I think our Constitution stands for. You can depend on 
my complete cooperation with your delegate in trying to improve 

the system. * . , 

Governor Luis. Thank you, Mr. Rangel We are Hery ^appreciative 

of your support. - . 

* Mr. Brodhead. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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I regret I was at another meeting and was unable to hear -your 
testimony; but I want to join with Mr. Corman and Mr; Range! in 
assunng you that weaj:e concerned about your problem "and we 
will work very closely with the Delegate in trying to achieve fair 
solutions. ^ 

Mr. CoRMAN. May I ask, what is the benefit level for an aged 
single person and an aged couple? 

Ms. Blake, A single elderly person receives $78 per month and a 
couple $120 per month. 

Mr, Gorman. Say a mother with three children. 

Ms. Blake. $225 per month. The benefit\ schedule is attached to 
the Governor's statement. 

Mr. CoRMAN. Does the Vii^n Islands pay half and the Federal 
Government pdy iialf? 

Ms. Blake. We )are paying approximately $1.6 million in local 
dollars. 

Mr. Cqrman/ The Federal contribution is how much? 
Ms. Blake. $2.4 million this year. In previous years, it was 
$800,000. V ^ ^ 

Mr. Gorman. What is the average income? What is the average 

industrial age? r^r^f^r^P m. 

Ms. Blake. What we are talking about is probably 3,900- families, 
*1600 cases or househblds, or approximately 3,800 'pnersons who are 
now receiving public assistance. 
Mr. Rangel. What is the unemployment level in the Virgin 

Islands? «t i 

Governor Luis. It flucuates between 8 and 10 percent. We have 
made a study of the young people. It is about 25 percent amoxig the 
youth. 

Mr. Gorman. Do you have other questions? 

Thank you very much for your contribution. We appreciate your 
being here. 

Our next witness is National Association of Counties, Doris Dea- 
laman, Freeholder, Somerset County, N.J. 
We are pleased to welcome you to the committee,^ 

STATEMENT OF DORIS DEALAMAN, FREEHOLDER, SOMERSET 
COUNTY, Nj;, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF COUNTIES, ACCOMPANIED BY PATRICIA JOHNSON, CON- 
SULTANT 

/^Ms. Dealaman, We thank ypu for this opportunity. You do not 
want an explanation of freehcilder again, do you, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my ilame is 
Doris Dealaman, chosen freeholder of Somerset County, N J, I am 
chairperson of the Aging Services Committee of the Welfare and 
Social Services Steering Committee of the National Association of 
Counties.^ I am accompanied by Patricia Johnson, legislative con- 
sultant to Los Angeles County and -the National Association of 
Counties. 



' The National Asfuxriation of C^ountips is the only national arKani'/4xUon reprt»ftenimg county 
covernFTit^nt in the United StnU^. Through iLs membership, urban, suburban, and rural counties 
foin to^^t^ther to build eHt^ctive, ri^j)onHive county government. Th^ goaln of the orxanJ/ation are; 
To improve county governments; to ser\'e a.s the national spokesman for county governnientfl; to 
act as a liai.son bctwei>n the Nations countief* and other levels of government, and to achit?ve 
public understanding of the role of countia? in the federal system. 



. The issues which I wili address this inorning are vital to cpunties 
across the country, the title XX social services program, child 
welfare services,^ and Toster care. County Officials in New Jersey 
and across the country have both fiscal and administrative respon- 
sibility for welfare and social services. In 1978, counties spent 
nearly $8 billion on welfare and social services, more than on any 
^ other county sei-vice. Over 1,250 counties administer welfare pro- 
grams which serve half of the recipients of aid to families with 
dependent children, v\FDC. Counties are also the major providers 
of social, services at the local level These statistics display th^* 
county commitment and vital role in providing income mainte- 

I nance and . social services to pooi^ and low-income ^families and 
individuals/ 0 

You have invited us here to testify before your dedicated and 
Iong-s\iffei*ing committee on issues critical to a very needy and'all- 
'too:ofteri-forgotten segment of the people, you and I are elected to 
represent. Shall the Cbngress approve a simple cost-of-living in- 

• crease for social services? Shall you enact provisions to enable child 
victims of family problems to stay home or >to return home from 
foster care; if so, should the Congress authorize a few million more 
dollars to help these reforms come about? Shall Federal matching 
' funds for adoptipn subsidies be enacted so that Federal policy can 
consistently encourage long-range planning in the h^st interests of 
children in need of a permanent secure home? Shall Federal 
matching be available for children in foster care for all good rea- 
sons but who are not there by a court order? 

I could go on but the very simple restating of these issues, 
juxtaposed against the overwhelmingly negative attitudes toward 
poor people and the local governments that serve them, which is 
being manifested in the budget^iry process of the %th Congress,^ 
makes patently clear that the bottom line on the issues I men- 
^tioned is money, and whether even these small amounts can be 

^ spared to help us to improve the lot of f>oor people and helpless ^ 
- children. Children, after all, do not vote and are unlikely to notice 
that their needs are being sublimated to the mandates to reduce 
the Nation s deficit to $29 billion,^ 

I hasten to note that, this committee in thq Doth Congress origi- 
nated and passed through the House of Representatives bills that 
conUiined most of the provisions before us today. And I am aware 
that this committee'" recommended budget Ipvels at closeMo a 7 
fjercent increase for social services programs. For that, we are 
encouraged. 1 commend you for doggedly pursuing thesi* vital 
issues that generate so little enthusiasm when comfx^ting with the 
Defense budget, for example. 

Mr Chairman and m'embers of the comrnittiH^, I must tell you 
that it is exceedingly discouraging tis someone, like you, eletted to 
represent all the people in my district, to qpme back to your 
committee and insist once again that Congress enact those provi- 
sions which you so very ably steercnl through the House of Repre- 

/ sentatives, by a large margin, in the 9r>th Congress- Once agaih, we 
commit NACo's resources to assisting you in getting these issues 
througli the House and over to the Simate where the . greater 
difficulty of- our task only strengthens our determination to see 
these pri)visi()ns cmacted. 



ERIC \ iS 



. ; ■ 43 

M]f. Chairman, having expressed justifiable outrage over the 
impact of budget issues on our programs, let me addr^ some 
specifics of the legislation before you. I testified before your com- 

.mittee in May of 197S on the title XX issues and' NACcS very 
actively supported H.R. 12973 in both the House and Senate- Other 
county officials testified on the child welfare issues of H.R. 7200, 

^ which NACo also supported actively. Our organization's positions 
have not changed, so I will enumerate the positive aspects of the 
bills before us and elaborate a bit oxi new issues that were not a 
part of the 95th Congress debate. 

TITLE XX 

NACo continues to support the title XX block grant approach to 
service delivery. It permits State and county governments to pro- 
vide services reflective of the nee<ls and priorities of their popula- 
tion. Under these carefully planned program networks, counties 
are providing a wide variety of social services, such as homemaker 
services to prevent institutionalization, meals on wheels, day activi- 
ty centers for' mentally retarded children, day care, family plan- 
ning, employment support, and protective services to.children and 
adults, . 

Despite this array of programs, services have been cut back. in 
rejcent years because the bite of inflation erodes our ability to 
continue the service delivery und^r the fixed ceiling. This -regres- 
sive effect can be remedied only by regular increases in the title 
XX ceiling to keep pace with the costs of inflation. The $2,9 billion 
level enacted last year is beneficial to be sure. But, Mr. Chairman, 
I submit for the record a statement from Hennepin County, Minn., 
documenting that the $2.9 biliioTi is only the 1972 equivalent of 
$1.5 billion in 1980 dollars. When inflation is taken into account, if 
1980 social services must operate on $2.9 billion, then we hav6 only 
half of what was thought to be a valid measure of Federal' support 
for social services in 1972. 

Without question.ithen, the National Association of Counties will 
continue to strongly support increasing the spending authorization. 
We recommend |;M 5 billion fcill980 and $3,45 billion for 1981. 

In addition, for title XX, NACo supports provisions that: 

Require State officials to- consult with chief elected officials of 
local government in the development of the State's comprehensive' 
services plan. 

Permit up to H-year planning cycles. Combined with increased 
funding^^his will strengthen our long-range planning. 

Permit use of title XX fiinds for emergency shelter for adults in 
danger of physical or mental harm. A whole area of domestic 
violence is brought daily and more abruptly to our attention. 

Make permanent the use of title XX funds for services to drug 
addicts and alcoholics -and the WIN tax credit for employing 
fare recipients in day care. 

Provide for reallocation of unused funds from any State not 
utilizing its share to States and counties that overmatch title XX 
services..* / 

Mr. Chairman, NACo does not stipport continued €>armarking of, 
the $200 million child care funds. Any such earmarking contradicts 
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exibility concept inherent in the block grant approach. An 
alternative means of assuring maintenance of effort in day care 
services would be to continue the nonmatching pi4)vision of day 
c^re services, up to $200 million or sonie pther figure, "as an incen- . 
tive, as was discussed this morning. 
I^ACo opposes the administration's proposal to cap title XX 
• training funds at 3 percent of a State's.title XX allocation. 

The 3-percent figure appears to be purely arbitrary. It would 
immediately cut back or freeze services training in a number of 
; . States. 

Mr. Chairman, training is. the key to breaking through the cycles 
of problems that confront the users of social service. Without good 
quality staff, we cannot hope to intervene* effectively in the com- 
plex problems that iead to family breakup or impede prc^ess 
- toward self efficiency and employment/ ^ 

Our county program managers cite, as an example, the need for 
retraining staff to cope with chariging demands on the services 
systems created by legal changes affecting the status of children. 
For instance, recent changes in the mental health laws requiring 
deinstitutiona'Rzation of mentally ill , children' have increased the 
' caseload of welfare agencies and created need for yerj^ speciali2«d 
social services which require, indeed demand, special training for 
staff ancWbster parents, A similar example of stresses on our child 
caring systems com^ from recently enacted requirements to divert 
children from the juvenile justice system into family and small 
group home settings. The Special circumstances and needs, of these 
older, frequently adolescent children, result in need for greater 
training. 

If a cap on title XX trainiag is necessary, we think it should be 
postponed tintil the administration provides study results on the 
effectiveness and/or abuses of the funding. Rather than curtail the 
ability of all the States and counties to provide training, we prefer 
an approach that slows down expenditures of States using in* excess 
of some reasonable figure, such as 10 percent. 

Also, unless the title XX allocation is indexed for cost of living 
increases, the buying power of the capped training funds will 
— — ^ quickly be eroded by inflation to a substandard level. 

FX)STER CARE 

In terms of foster care, NACo has long supported Federal match- 
ing for voluntary, nolicourt-ordered foster care. Court intervention 
should be reserved for those children who cannot be protected 
without resort to these legal means. Many children are in foster 
care with the fuH cooperation of their parents and many would be 
otherwise federally eligible. To waste our legal resources to gain 
' Federal matchir^ is unacceptable public policy; yet this has 
become the practice in many jurisdictions across the country. 

We do support provision of this match only when accompanied 
* by adequate preplacement services to avoid unnecessary removial 
from home and a sound system for periodic administrative review 
to insure the timely return of children into their own home or a. 
suiti^bie permanent arrangement such as adoption. Such provisions 
are contained in the hills before us. 
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To illustrate the effectiven^ of periodic administrative review, I 
offer a Angdes County example. Within 2 years after firmirig 
up its administrative review process, the county reduced its foster 
care caseload from over 11,000 children to fewer than 9,000. Sever- 
al years into the review process, thmr caseload continues to de- 
crease slightly, 02 percent per month. These figures are especially 
significant considering that 73 percent of the caseload was of volun- 
tary pUcement^ In the past 2 years, Los Angeles County began to 
process new foster care cas^ thro\xgh the court in order to, gain 
Federal matching. As a result, the percent of federally eligible 
children is up from 27 percent in 1976-1977 to 39 percent in 1978- 
1979. Most of this 12-percent increase in court cases can be attrib- 
uted to the need for Federal matcjxing, since the total caseload 
decreased. If Federal matching for ..voluntaiy. foster care- is mad^ 
available, jurisdictions like* Angeles, that have high rates of 
voluntary placements and effective periodic reviews, should be able 
to claim matching for children already in fester care. Therefore, we 
recommend that the language of H.R. 2684, section 2, Mr. Downey 
and Mr. Rangel's bill, be adopted to insure this availability. 

F 

ADOPTION Sl/BSIDY 

NACo supports Federal subsidies for adoption of hard-to-place 
children. In addition to the cosh subsidy, medicaid coverage should 
be continued until maturity for children with medical obst^des to 
adoption, ^ ' 

CHILD WELP'ARE 

NACo actively supported, child welfare reforms and full authori- 
zation of $266 million in the 95th Congress. Essentially, we support 
the increased funding ^nd expanding emphasis on placement pre- 
ventive services contained in the Miller, H,R, 1523, and Brodhead, 
H.R. 1291, bills. We supportAFederal reimbursement for foster care 
in public institutions carink for 25 or fewer children.- AMtd we 
support converting the title iV-B services into an entitlement pro- 
gram. 

I conclude with a much-quoted remark that the Federal budget is 
the conscience of America, If that is so, your task on this commit- 
tee is an. unenviable one. It seems that the only programs that can 
be sure of getting a substantial fading increase are those involv- 
ing military spending. The costs Ipf the recommendations I have 
made are small inde^ when compared to the cost of a nuclear 
aircraft carrier, a new missile system, or another squadron of 
bombers, 

' I urge your support for these measures and thank you for your 
efforts so far. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for this opportunity to 
present our views. We will support your efforts to enact social 
services and child welfare legislation this year. 

I will be "happy to respond to any questions that you may have. 

[Attachment to the prepared statement fpllows:] 

Tjti.I': ,XX Funding 

In July of 1972 a aMiing of $2.5 billion was set on Ftnlerai financial participation 
in sociaf services pfovi^t^j under Tithes I, IV -A,. X, XIV. and XVI of tht? S<x'ial • 
Security Act. ik»ginninK in ()ctobt»r qf 197^ this siime maximum was continue<l 
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under Title XX untii the current Federal fiscal year, when it was incrMwed to i^l 
billion plus $^ n)jflioi3 earmarked for child care. 

According to the January 29, 1979, im\ie of County NewB in commenting m 1980 
Federal Budi^et request* for Title XX: **The one year iricrea»e enacted in 1978 will 
be continued m a permanent entiUement program of ^9 bxilion, without the 
earmarking and nonmatching of funds for da^ care. The entire authorization will be 
subject to 75 percent to 25 percent matchii^.' 

Although $2.9 billion is 16 percent more than $2,5 billion it has not kept up with 
the declining purchasing power of the dollar caiised by inflation. 

Estimating a 10 percent a year i^jcrease from the United Stat^ City Average* 
Consumer Price Index pf 196.7 (19G7 ^ 100) for July of 1978, the July of 1980 CPI . 
will be 233.0, an increase of 90 percent from the 125.5 in July of 1972. " 

It will take $4.7. billion in 1980 to h^ve the same purchasing power as $2.5 billion 
in 1972 OS hieasured by the CPI. ^ 

If $2.5 billion in 1972 waa a valid measure of Federal, support trf social servicog, 
inflation has eroded that level of support as . shown in tli^ following tabulation: 

1980 dollars: 

2.5 

2.7 

2.9 

Although for Federal fiscal 1980 an additional |400 million has been requested for 
Title XX. in terms of constant dollars the' Federal support of social services will 
decrease $1.0 hi 11 ion** from 1972. The shrinkage in Federal support has r^ulted in 
increased demands upon both county and state funds to nmintain needed levels of 
social services. Unfortunately the heavily burden^ property tax is the mainstay of 
county tax revenue. 

Personal social isiervicos are needed by a great many dysfunctioning persons in our 
nation. Personal Jiocial services are not a luxury— in fact some may be cost effective 
alternatives to more expensive forms of care. For example: in home support services 
m^y serve th^ needs of persons who would^ otherwise require institutionalization, 
which is costly both in terms of money and in terms of human values. 

In our FederaUtate^unty social service system it is imperative that the Federal 
support of social services keep pace with inflation and the needs for service. 

Mr. Gorman. Mr. RangeL 
^ Mr. Rangel. I want to thank you for your testimony. If you 
could deliver those Congressmen •from those coui>ties as easily as 
you did this testimony, you would make it a lot less difficuit. 

Ms. Deaiaman. We aim to try^ \ 

Mr. Rangel. It is very, very bg^fuL One of the major problems 
we face in the Congress is that w^|ear from local government that 
there is a responsibiiity on^e Federal level to balance the budget. 
At the same time, local governments would not be willing to 
Assume Federal responsibilities if in fact we had to move toward 
shrinkage of service, so it has to' be a partnership. Poor people ^ 
cannot afford the luxury of people demagoging on a balanced 
budget. 

Although my State has not passed that resolution because phyi|^ 
ically we are not in a position to do it— and I am glad to hear youT 
State has not— it would be very, very helpful if we could depend on 
delegation support based on the high cost of providing service for 
States such a^^ New Jersey, California, Michigan, and New York. I 
think it makes it a lot easier down here, as you sstf, to attempt to 
push unpopular causes, so thank you for your supportive testimo- 
ny. 

Ms. Dealaman. You are welcome. You might be interested m 
knowing the counties are aware of this. We have caps on us in 
Wome jof pur States. The name of the game is obviously priorities. 
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We recently had a national iegisiative conference here in Wash- 
ington in which some of you were kind enough to participate. Ad a 
result of that meeting, we are issuing, within the next couple of 
days, a priority listing to go to ail of our counties. These have been 
pulled together by our steering committees. You all know the kinds 
' of areas in which we function. \ ^ 

We asked each pf pur steering committer to prioritize their, 
needs. We are asking all of our members to do this on a national 
« basis so that instead of coming in to approach all of you wHo have 
this major ^ responsibility with a wish list, we might indeed be able 
to be helpful by saying as far as we can see from our l,200-l,3i^ 
counties across the country, th^^ seem to be the priorities; these 
are the areas in which, if there must be negotiation, there can be 
negotiation. 

Mr, Rangeu We can take it one step further. You give us the 
names of the Members that told you yes and we will report bfeck to 
you. 

Ms. Dealaman. Fair enough. I will have tp del^ate that by 
regions; you realize that, Mr. Kangel. 
Mr. Gorman. Mr. Downey. . 
Mr. Downey. Thank you. 

My apologies for not heing here for your testimony. Staff pointed 
out on page 7 that you endo^ my bill, and let me §ay I appreciate 
that. I just hope we can get the administration'' to see as clearly as 
you do on that particular item. Thank you v^ry much. 

Mr. Gorman. There is some criticism from the local governments 
who claim we are interfering too much with th^ir decisionmaking 
process by giving them more favorable matching«in on,e area over 
another when we consider changing the match from 50 percent 
jPederal to 55 percent Federal. 

But I would be concerned about our moving to 100 percent Feder-. 
al funding of any of these programs in which the States are pres- 
ently spending money for fear of a reduction in the total number of 
dollars spent. 

Is it your observation that in these areas we are talking about, 
particularly in title XX and section 4 (A) and (B), local govern- 
ments and State governments together are coming up with re^ 
quired mdtch so th% spend all of their eligible Feder,al funds, do 
they not? ^ ^ . 

d^ls. Dealaman. r think— at least let mfe speak for my own State. 
In New Jersey we have been able to draw down our total amount. 
That was not always true. There were times when programs were 
not in place and this is the other piece of that 8-year planning 
cycle. It is great. , . 

As you know, for example^ ^at CETA has done several times — 
''Here is the money; get it spent quickly.'' Sometimes your plan-^r 
ning is not done that well so we are concerned that good adequatfe 
planning be done up front and in some of the^ areas we feel that^a 
matching operation can lend control, and so we have a lit*le ambiv-. 
aience on whetherithe 100 works or not. 

• In my experience in new programs as fViis, for example, with the 
♦ volunt^iry support situation, voluntary placement situation, it is 
sometimes what is needed to get thfe State to move in a creative 
direction. ^ ,^ 
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I quite agree al)oiit the confusion at the local level,, and really 
some decisions are made at county levels. When you have a linaited 
amount of match money, do Vou put it in 75-25, do you put it in 
90-10? I think one of the folks- from |jpe administration said this 
morning we are hoping to get that squareH away so it is a little . 
more consistent. ; j- - 

In our judgment that would be a move in the right direction. 
Mr. Rangel, Mr, Chairman, I have been talking with staff in 
connection with your inquiry 'about the partnership concept. If 
there was 100 percent funding available, but in order to be eligible 

• you would have to maintain the effort you had made before the lOO 
perceht funding, I do not -see what decisions coanties and States 

. would have to make. If they wanted to be eligibte for lOO percent' 
funding they would have to continue their con^rjibutions at that 
level. 

Ms. Dealaman. When you get into this maintenance of effort— 
andl do not mean to throw another factor in— with your inflation- 
afy growth, maintenance of effort at the same dollar level is a 

fiction. . , i_ -i u 

• Mr. Rangel. It may not be all that we want it -to be but it would 
prevent legislative bodies, both at the county and State level, &-om 
manipulating as to \^hich matching fu^d is the best. 
In other words, you could not withdraw the city, county, or State 

^ M^. Dkalaman.\ think that is true. I would like Miss Johnson, 
who has a better national ■ feel for this— I feel very comfortable 
with New Jersey but get me in Idaho and I am not sure I am on . 
the fight track, If I could ask her to respond to that. ' . / 

Ms. Johnson. 'County officials feel strongly about having a lot of 
* input into what kind of service programs they offer, so they are 
quite willing to continue some kind of match. However, as you 
indicate, where the control has already been removed and where 
there is' going to be little decisionmaking 'at the local level as to 
how much or whfetKer you do it or in what way, then a strqnger 
match, 100 percent Federal dollars is very welcome. . 

A -good example is the food , stamp program, where the counties 
have no say whatever in what the eligibility or distribution of 
" resources is, so they like 100 percent' Federal money, for that. But 
to the extent counties have some programmatic control, then they 
are willing to continue their dollar contribution within reason. 

Mr Downey. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to make our friend 
from NACo aware of spme of the efforts that will be undertaken— 
that I will anyway— with respect to some of the formulas, AFDC, 
medicaid, and foster care. ^ • 

As you know, what we do is we multiply the proxy 45 or 50 
■percent times the square of the State per capita income divided by 
the square or the Federal income which gives us an unusual situa- 
tion In 1977, for' instance, Texas paid $137 million in AFDC pay- 
ments and was reimbursed 73 or 74 percent. They got JlOO million 
back. Cxjnnecticut paid $1^^2 million in those same AFDC f>e_nefits- 
but, because of the formula written 20 years ago, got $bojnillion. 

I think that if we were to have our druthers on this conimittee, 
what we would do is hold those States that are receiving .75 percent 
and (55 and 55 percent harmless and let them receive th^^ same , 
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level of benefit and raise up New York aiui Caltfornisi as amatter 
.of equity. ^ — , ^ . 

The problem is we cannot do that. We . cannot do tibat because 
that is not going to pass this Cdngress^despite what Mr. Rangel and 
myself and the chairman may do. What some of us are thinking 
about doing is reducing all States to 50 percent arid hiaking sure 
that^the maintenance of effort is required for you to qualify for the 
50 percent. ^ - . 

Recently I had HEW do. a budget calculation for me, and it 
indicates we could save $454 qiiilion in AFDC alone, more than ^ 
I?illion in medicaid, and I have not done the computations for foster 
cafe. : - , . 

^ I am prepared* to introduce that bill within a week s tiipe so that 
we mil b« a^le to focite on the disparity in tlie benefits, because 
there is no way on Earth I think people are going to be able to sit 
here and tell uS that Texas is a poorer State than Connecticut and 
do that with' a straight face. / 
. ' Ms. Dealaman. You would be verj; popular in the northeast, 

Mr. Downey. I suspect some of .my more conservative colleagues 
' in Texas and other parts of the South and West will have a hard 
•time Voting a $500 million cut in welfare even if it comes out of the 
hides of their purses. It v^iU be interesting to see them explain that 
to their constituents. \ ^ \ 

I want to make you ^ware of that because it is something we are 
'going to do. I would like NACo(^ support. I hope it is something you 
could consider. * ■ 

Ms. Dealaman. .We function on the comntittee system, too, but I 
' assure it Viriil be broi^ht to their attention. 

4Vls. Johnson. Are ^ou adjusting only the foster care formula? 
/ Mr. Downey; We are dealhig'Witli the easiest in terms of the 
hold-harmless pfovision. The politics of the situation are such that 
if we were to not have a maint'eance of effort ^nd lust reduce all of 
the States to 50 percent, that Would come out ox the hide of the 
poor. *^ 

We do ndt want to do that. We want to make sure the^level of 
^ effiljt is maintained on the States, so that means the States who 
have sent us balance-the-budget resolutions, and* also have surplus- 
es,' swill now have an opportunity to spend some of that surplus and 
w€»WiIl be able to balance our budget, 

^h^<;QRR4AN, Thank you very much. We will recess for 2 min- 
utes. ' ^ . * 

[Th6 subcommittee was recessed;] ' 
^Mr. Gorman. The subcommittee will resume its hearing. 

We are pleased to welcome Mr. Jeffrey Koshel of the Urban 
Institute. Mr. Koshel, you may proceed. 

STATEMENT OF JEFFREY KOSHEL, DIIlECrTOR -OF SOCIAL / 
SERVICES RESEARCH, THE URBAN INSTITUTE 

V Mr. Koshel. Thank y^u, Mr, Chairman. , . 

^ Mr, Chairman, I am th& director of social services research at the 

* Urban Institute. I sgj^ak to you as a* professional researcher, but not 
as a spokesman for the Urban Institute which is committed to 
providing objective and nonpartisan research on public policy 

* issues, • ^ t 
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This testimony is based 'on a compseh^n^e evaluation of title 
XX that we did at the Urban * Institute. Our study focused on 
planning and coordination, financing, allcx^afcmg ^esounces, and. 
managing' social, services at the Federal, Stete, and local levels. 
Obviously, all of these functions are very interrelated and I think 
most- of the study findings show that. Without going into a lot of 
det^iil about the stiidy and methodology; it was very comprehensive 
(see table I). Wekjj^thered information from all Slates and we went 
into several States with some depth, ' ^ 

A§ I have supplied the full report to the committee's staff, I will 
not dwell at length on everything that we came up with, rather- 1 
will present the highlights of the study finding. I would be happy 
to supply additional copies of the study if the committee requires., 
Overall, our evaluation revealed that w^ile many^ significant 
Changes have occurred in the planning and administration of social 
services, there is little, evidence -that the results of these effort^ 
have eyen begun to fulfill the intent of the title XX legislation. 

Sonie of the, ppblems in the planning and administration of 
social services are identified telow along with some of the policy 
changes that woiitd.vreduce or at least ameliorate some of those 
problems. I must insert that perhaps the, mtjst fundamental pf 
these, problems are tied to the title'XX funding limitations. 

In order to develop a consolidated program of services. States are 
required, among other things, to develop a comprehensive annual 
service program (CASP) plan. In the overwhelming number of 
ca^es, the C^SP plan w not comprehensive and does npt provide 
the framework for coordination of services. 

Services provided b/ programs authorized by other legislation 
^are not fully incorporated into the CASP plan. A list of these 
programs and major services provided are *ntained in table 2. 

As I am sure the committee members know, the number of 
programs that provide services are extensive and the services they 
provide are quite numerous. 

I might add that there are several disincentives to incorporate " 
the other services in the CASP plan. First, those sei^ices would 
vhave to comply with^itteJCX contracting, reporting eligibHity, and 
plan^ amendment //-equireriltmts. Secondly ,^^eral reporting re- 
quirements suggc^st that full iqcprporatioiii^ not eVeri necessary 
since State an^local agencies tnu$t -still suWriit separate .plans for 
other Federal service programs. . 

One ratht4 distressing statistic that we came across is that none 
of the ^j^tates were perceived b;^ the HEW regional oi'fice -staff to 
have fully co-ordinated planning with an> of the relevant puDlic 
orgaXi^itions even 3 ye^^rs .after the passage gf litle XX. 
'*;niere are other problems with title XX planning. For one thing, 
i/i many Slates, the development Of the (TASI* plan is not cuordi- 
riated with the State legislative budget cycle. OF course this is very 
noticeable in the States that have biennial budgets but it is trug 
for most States as well that do not^have biennial budgets. 

The entire CASP planning process has beeq negated in scmfe 
cases by funding decisions already arrived at by State legislatures. 
In our study, 1*^ States could be characterized as having a budge- 
tary process that completely controlled the title XX aj location dv&i- 
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sions.. This awareness has manifesled itself in a sharp decline in 
'public participation in developing the CASP plan in some. States. 

Inadequate staff expertise and insufficient staff plague the devel- 
opment of a meaningful CASP plan in a number of States. With 
the ceiling in effect after the first 2 years of title XX, it was very 
- difficult to free up resources for planning. With the budget, for 
providing services diminishing in r^l terjns, it was difficult for 
those states at ceiling to devote sufficient resources to such things 
as needs assessments and the monitoring and evaluation of 
planned activities, 

) Many St^te, administrators told us that when there was a choice 
between delivering services and planning, it almost always goes to^ 
service delivery. . * 

Members of the committee should be pleased to know^that States 
\ are attempting' to improve their management capabilities in the 
^ areas of planning and evaluation— 30 St^^.tes we counted were in 
vthe process of creating or expanding their planning and evaluation 
capabilities at the end of our study. It should be recognized that 
States still have a long way to go in developing the resources 
needtnl in these areas. ^ ' 

A recent study of State evaluation activities, for example, found 
that less than half of the jurisdictiqns administering title XX 
across the country had comaleted or even undertaken a single 
evaluative study of their social services programs. 

In terms of accountability to the public, present regulations cov- 
ering the CASP plan do not require States to inform the public of 
how the actual allocation of dollars compared t6 the planning 
allocation. In other words, there is no pro^asion for providing feed- 
back to the public on the CASP plan. VerV few States appear to 
have formal mechanisms for providing such 6x post facto mforma- 

tion, ' ' ' c 

More importantly to some, major shifts in the allocation of serv- 
ices that some may Kave anticipated as a result of the ^piinistra- 
tivc reforms of title XX Kave not occurred. Statc*H that were at 
ceilifig when title" XX was passed and those that reached it shortly 
• thereafter report that they have great difficulty in reallocating 
funds betvveen sc^rvice areas. 

feome observers might conclude that the unwillingness to repro- 
grahi funds Ts simply the result of poor leadership at the State 
level It wouW probably/be more accurate to say that States have 
little if any, ba.^is to repVogram funds; ncH^ds as'sessments, for exam- 
ple, focus on the relative need for special s^^fvices across geographi- 
' cal areas and dc/not measure the need for different services. Needs 
assessments have provided insufficient information for reallocation 
decisions.' 

As far as public participation goes, it is easier to document the 
value of existing services, waiting lists, can be provided and public 
heariuKs will be attended by those who nw receiving particular 
services and those who are providiyg services. Again, there is little 
basis for reaHocating resources. among services. ^ 

Lastly, although title XX rontained several features which gave • 
States the option of (^stablislung more universal s()ci;il service pro- 
grams, it appears that the funding ceiling on title XX has yevi;rely 
Hmited the ability of States to serve their nonweUare populations. 
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We found, that fewer than a third of all States have opted for the 
maximum income eligibility levels^ since its inception, I might add 
that some St^ites that opted for highefr levels at the beginning were 
forced to reduce those levels in subsequent years. 

The poUcy implications, of the findings of our study are quite 
numerous. The most important ones as far as planning a coordinat- 
ed set of services within States are; one, allowing States the option 
of submitting a comprehensive plan for social services instead of 
requiring separate plana for vocational rehabilitation, child wel- 
fare, agpj?, et cetera; two, requiring States to schedule their CASP 
activities so that the proposed plan is published lat least 30 days 
prior to the legislative budget deliberations; three, providing States 
with earmark^ funds for improving tlieir planning and evaluation 
functions- and four, requiring States to publish or otheiVise make 
available to the public a comparison of actual expenditures with 
planned expenditures, according to the format of the original CASP 
plan. 

More importantly, with the $200 million increase in the title XX 
ceiling passed by the last Congress, some serious planning effort 
may be directed to allocating the limited amount of what might be 
regarded as new funds. 

It is doubtful that^any appreciable effect will be seen in the 
abilities, of States to expand services to their nonwelfare popula- 
tions since the $200 million does not provide any increase in ref- 
30urces in real terms. ^ . 

Two things may discourage the managerial and programmatic 
improvements that would otherwise be expected from the increase 
in the title XX ceiling- The first ^would be the expectation that 
general increases would not continue, resulting in a reduction of 
resources through inflation, and the second would be the fear that 
the earmarking of $200^million for day care will be terminated at 
the end of this fiscal yeat. V . - - 

With regard to the firk point, if general increases in the title XX 
ceiling are not expectea to continue, most States will find it very 
hard to justify the expansion of their planning activities. There are 
strong forces working to rriaintain t)ie status, quo in terms of the 
e;cisting mix of servicers and it is unlikely that, if the ceiling is not 
raised', there will be much effort made to do any significant plan- 
ning of comprehensive social service* delivery systetns. 

\Vith regard to the second {X)int, having^to deal with the ear- 
marking of $200 million forliay care, our study found that many 
States and Ipcal agencies were reluctant to make contractual com- 
mitments to expanding day care services as a result of the tempo- 
rary authorization provided by Public Law 94-401, as was men- 
tioned this morning- 

In the 20 States that we studied, Public Law 94-401 funds were 
substituted either wholey or pantialiy for funds previously allocated 
for day car^^. It shojtild also be noted, that ^ without a rrai^tenance;of 
effort provision, funds supposedly earmarkc^d for day care are un- 
likely to be used exclusively for that purpose. ' 

As a matter of fact, 1 would think that the hearings today and 
Tuesday on the proposed $200 million for fiscal year 1980 for day 
care will have some imp^ict on whether the fiscal year 197i) funds 
earmarked for day care will in fact be spent on day care. 
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Title XX is at a critical stage in its legislative history. Many 
people view the title XX legislation as accomplishing little more 
than raising the adminiiU:rative overhead of securing Federal dol- 
lars for social services. . - 
• The ultimate contribution of title XX toward improving the plan- 
ning and adqiinistration of social services will depend on actions 
tak^n by the Congress and the administration to improve its per- 
formance. Whether title XX beconies the centerpieqe for coordinat- 
ing and managing our social service programs or remaii^ simply 
another source of Federal funds reniains ao open questiG|i. 

Mr^ Chairman, that concludes mv remarks. 

[The prepared statenjent follows.] 

' Statement of Jk^frey J. Kos^kl, Director of Socim. Services Ricskarch, Tim 
Urban In^tute, Washington, D.C.' 

1MFROVlN<J nJE PERFORMANCE dr TITLK XX 

This testimony is based or! a comprehensive evaluation^.Title XX conducted by the 
staff of The Urban Institute. Our study of Title XX focused on the following areas: 
planning and coordination, fmaocing, allocating r^joucces, and mana^n^ social 
services at the federal, state and local levels. Over 600 interviews of key individuals 
wei'e conducted in eight states supplemented by information gathered thru m^il 
questionnaires from officials in 19 states aiid the 10 regional >imces of the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education and Welfare. In addition, a detailed examination of data 
on clients, services and costs was conducted oji a sample of five stat^.' Table 1 
summarizes the study approach for the 51 jurisdictions participating in Title XX. As 
the full study report has already been provided to the Committee stafT, my purpoee 
today is to present the highlights of the study and some of the policy implications 
suij^ested by its findings. 

Overall, our evaluation revealed that while, many si^iificalfit changes have oc- 
curred in the planning and administration of social services, there is little evidence 
thii^t the results of these efforts have even begiin to fulfill the intent of the Title'XX 
legislation, Some of the m^r problems in the planning and administration of social 
services are identified below, along with soiae policy changes that would reduce 
those problems. ' . 
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' TABLE -1 

State. Participation in The Crban^-€ttS^ltute Tltl« ^XX Study^ 
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In order to develop a consolidated prc^am'of ^rvices, states are required, among 
other things, to develop a C/omprehensrve Annual Service Pn^am (CASP) plan. In 
the overwhelming number of cases, however, the C^P plan is not comprehensive 
and does not provide the framevyork for coordinatio Jof services. Services provided 
by programs authorized by other leKislation are n^- fully incorporated into the 
dAoP plan. (A li«t of these programs and the major service^ provided under each 
appears in Table 2.) There are ^veral disincentives to incorporate the other services 
in the CAST plan. First, those, services would have io comply with the Title XX 
contracting, reporting eligibility arid plan amendment requirements. Secondly, fed- 
eral reporting requirements suggest that full incorporation is unnecessary since 
state ahd local agencies must stUl submit separate plans for other federal service 
programs. One rather distressing statistic is that none of the fifty states were 
perceived by'tlie HEW regional office staff to ha.ve fully coordinated planning with' 
•any of the relevant public organizations, even three years after the^possage of Title 
XX J 

Tabi^: 2.— Scope of Major 'National Soc^ial Service I^kograms, Fiscal Year 

1977 " ■ ■ 

. PUlXUiAM AND MAJOR KLiGiUl.E SKHVIC&:S 

(hmemj $ix'ial services: 

Title XX, So<Mal Security Act— General s^ervlces, training and retraining, family 
planning. - . 

Title XIX. Social Security Act -Faniiiy planning, homemaker/home health. ^ 

Si'rvu-va to children, youth and families: 
Title lY -A, Social Six:urity Act— Foster, care, day care, 
Title IV B, Social Security Act—Child weifare. « 
Title IV-C, Social ScKrurity Att— Employment related. 
Title I, Public 93-644: Head Start— Ikweloprnental services. 
Title ill, Juveoile Justice Act— Runaway youth houses. ; » - 

Child abuse prevention/treatment — Child weifare. 

'^^r I ires to the agiri^: 

Title II, Older Americans Act— State and community services. 

Title V, Older Am^^ricans Act -Senior citizens cer^ter. 
■ Title VIL Older Americans Act- -Nutrition. 

' Si*rvices to the disabled: ^ ^ 

Rehabilitation Act of H»7;^ -tck^neriil rehabilitation i^ervices; social security benefi- 
ciaries. ' 

DeveiopnuMit Disnbility and iMll of Rights Act Coordinat^ni services to developing 
disabled. 

Community Mental Health (Public Uiw !)4- f>.S) State/community menUil hfvilth. 

Si'rrii es to N\itnv Ai;ieru an.^: 

Title Vni of Public I^iw 9;^'-f>44 Si^rvices to Indians. 

There are other problem's with Title XX planning. For one thing, ir! many states, 
the development of the CASP plan is not coordinated Wrth the stiite legislative 
budg(»t cycle, This is mast^ noticeable in stales that have biennial budgets. The entire 
CAvSP plunning procesvS has l)een negated in some cases by funding dtn^isions already 
arrived at by state legislatures. In our study, VA stnles were characterii^cni ^ks having 
a budgetary prcK^ess that completely controlliHl the Title XX allocating decision. 
This- awareness has manifested iUsi^lf in a^sharp decline in public participation in 
developing tl^e CASP in some states. , ■ ' 

. lnade<^uate - staH' exfH^rti.'^i^ and iiiiiufncient staff plague the. development of a 
meaningful CAS.P plan in a number of statos. V^ith the ceiling in effect after the 
first two years pf T^tie XX, it was very difficult to up resources for planning. 
With the Dudg(»t for providing services diminishing in real terms, ii was difilcult fur 
thosi» states at ceiling to devote sufficient resourp^s to such things as needs ;ls.s<'s^^- 
ments dnd the monitonng of j)iannod activities. 

Members of the (.'oinmittet'' should be pleiised to know that st^iteb'^are attempting , 
to ifnprovelheir management capabilities in the are^L^ of phmning and evaUuUH)n— 
:U) states were in the proi.'es« of creating or expanding their planning artd evaluation 
capabilities af the end of our study. It should i.k rtHTogniziHi, however, states still 
have a long way to gc^ in developing the resources needtKi in these areas. A rt^cent 



study of sUite evaluation activities, for exampie> foUnd that le3S tlian half ol the 
jurisdictions adminisU»ring Title XX across the country iiad completed or even 
undertaken a single evaluative study of their s^ciai services prtJgw^ms. 

w In terms of accountability to the public, preset! regulations covB^nng the CAbP 
plan do not require states to inform tlie pMbliesof how the actualVllocation ot 
dollars compared to the planned allocqtion. In othex^Words, there is no Provision for 
providing feedback to the public OTi th^ CASP plan. Very few states appear to have 
any formal mechanism for providing such ex post factor information. 

Major shifts; in the allocation of services that some may have iviticipated as a 
result of the administrative reforms of Title XX have not occurred. States that were 
at ceiling when Title XX was passed and those that reached it shortly thereafter 
re^wrt thai they havSb great" difficulty in reallocating funds between service areas. 
Some observers might conclude that the willingness to re pr(^ran^ funds is simply 
the reijult of poor leadership at the. state level. It wou^d probably be more accurate 
to say that states have little if any basis to reprogram funds— needs assessments 
focus on the relative need for specific services across geographical areas; they do not 
mc^asure the need for difierent services. For ongoing services it is easier to docu- 
ment the value of existing services-waiting lists can be provided ^nd public hear» 

• ings tend to favor those services and organizations that are already established. 
. I>astly. although Title XX contained several featurt>s Which gave states the option 
of establishing mon^ universal social service' programs, it ap[>ean5 that the-fundmg 
ceiling on Title XX hfis severely limited the ability of states to serve their nonwelv 
fare-popuhitions. Fewer than a third of all states have opted for the maximum 
income eligibility levels since its inception. 

Policy impluaiions W 

The problems identified above can be signintanUy ameliorated by; (1) allowing 
states the option of submitting one comprehensive plan for social services instead of 
■ requiring separate plans for vocational refiabiliUition, child welfare, iiging, etc., (2) 
riHiulring states to schcxiule their CASF activities so that the proposed plan is 
published at legist W days prior to the legislative budget deliberations, (3) providing, 
states with earmarked funds for improving their planning and evaluation functions, 
and (4) requiring that>stat€?s publish or otherwise make available to the public a 
comparison of actual expenditures with planned expimditlures, according to the 
format of th<> original CASP plan. ■ 

- With the $2^)0 million increase in the Title XX ceiling pass^ni by the i).)th C.on- 
uvms^ some serious planning effort may be dirtn^ted-to allocating the limited amount 
of new funds. It is doubtful, however, that any appreciable effect will be seen m the 
ability of states to expand s*>rvices to their nonwelfare populations since the .^i^^lK) 
million doi»s not provide ariy- incn^sc* in resource in real terms. > 

Two things may disi'ourage the managerial and programmatic improvements that 
would otherwise b^' expectixl from the increase 'in the Title XX ceiimg. The first 
would bi* the expiKiiition that gt^nerai increases would not continue, resulting in a 
reduction of resources thru inOation. and the si^cond would >• the tear that the 
tvirmarking" of $200 million for day care will Ih> terminattHi atKhe end of this fiscal 

^Hvilh re^^ard to the s^'cond [K)int, our study found that many states and l(x:ai 
igencies were reluctant to make contractual commitments to expand day care 
services as a result of temporary authorization provided by Public I^w 94-401 In 
the 2i) states that we sti^ditKi, Public I^w 1)4 ^OI funds were sul:^titut*Ki, either 
wholey or partialiv. for himi^ previously alicK'atiKi for day care. It should also b<> 
noted that without a maintenance Of effort provision, furids supfx>sedjy earmarked 
for day care are unlikely to bt* ust^i exclusively for that purp<xse. 

Title XX is V a critical stagt- in its legislative hi^^tory. Many ^HH)ple-view t^e iilie 
XX legislation as accomplishing little mon,^ than raising the administrative over^ 
head of s^'curing federal dollars for s<x'iai services. The ultimate contribution o 
, Title XX.towai-d impruymg^the planning and administration of scK-.ial services wiH 
deixmd on actions taken bv the (:oh>i^s and the Adrntnistration to improve its 
ixTformance. Whether Title XX.b*>comes the centerpiece for c(K>rdmating and man- 
aging our scK'ial s^'rvices programs or rornaifxs snnply another source ot lederai 
funds remains an ojK'n question. • 

Mr. GoKMAN, Thartk you very friuch. 

Would you pinpoint for me a littie morq carefully what you 
think the impact would be* of our failure to earmark the $200 
million for day care? 
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Mr. ^osHEL. I1[ the fiscal year 1980 money that is jiot earmarks 
for day care, it would be consistent with our findings that even t|^e^ 
fiscal year 1979 money will not all be used for day care becm 
states would be very reluctant to enter into contractual commit- 
ments with private providers of day care if they feel those/con- 
tracts might be terminated by the end of the fiscal year. 

It is much jpasier to simply provide other service organi^tions 
with an extra 10 percent on their budget and not have t0 worry 
about what happens at the end of the fiscal year if there is no . 
ability to continue with the providers of day aire, 

Mr. CoRMAN. Aside from that isSue, supped we keep the $2.9 
'million ceiling of last year, which because of inflation means a 
reduction of purchasing power, have you any idea where the cuts 
would made by the States? Do you have any feel for that? 
. Mr. KosHEL. No. As a matter of fact, there is very little dajta, as 
you know, that is recorded at the Federal level because of title XX 
flexibility that is provided in the reporting, 

On the other hand, when we asked people at the 3tate leyel and 
regional level what services seemed to be getting more of the 
service dollaf as a result of title XX, there is an interesting re- 
sponse. Almost everybody thinks that the specific service that you 
ask them about has done i^tter somehow. 

it is very hard to see where the cuts would be made. As you 
know, in different states the prioriti^ are somewhat difTerei;it with 
regard to the service allocations. My suspicion is that the "7 percent 
cut across the boarrf is the most likely path that most States will 
take. ' . . 

Mr. Gorman, Thank you ver{^ much, sir. 

next witnesses are Lrois and Samuel Siiberman/ We are 
Sfed to welcome you to the subcommittee. ' r 

STATEMENT OF SAIVHIEL SILBERMAN, PRESIDENT, LOIS AND 

Si^UEL SILBEKMAN ^-UND / 

Mr. SiLBKRMAN. Tljank you, Mr. Chairman. / 
Mr, Chairman, members of the Ways and Means Committee,;! 
would like to >mak^ a brief statement and submit some addition^ 
^material for the record. ^ - / 

IV^r. Gorman. Without objection. / 
Mr. SilbeRma^n. If I may, after these remarks are finished! /I 
would like the /opportunity to comment on sbme other testim^^^y /" 
particularly the Government's testimony to the committee; ^ 
Mr. CoRMAi^. Yes. J 
Mr; SiLBERifAN. My name is Samuel J. Silberman. I am a busif 
nessman and a director of Gulf & Western Industries on whos^ 
board I' sferVe as chairman of the salary €ind comi^nsation commitf 
tee- I am also deeply involved in philanthropic endeavors regarding 
social welfare services and ""manpower development.* For over 3u 
years, I have served on a variety of boards, committees, task forces 
[ and commissions in the fieldts of education and social service deliv- 
^ " ery. Today, I appear before you as president and donor of the LfOis 
and Samuel Silberman Fund, a private philanthropic foundation 
which makes grants e^xlusively in the field of social welfare man- 
power developments: Although the foundation is small, it is the only 
one in the country concentrating in this vital area. 

. ' . V ■■ \ 
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I cannot overemphasize the importance of competent personnel 
in delivering a'service no matter what its nature. This is as true in 
business as in pubiic services. Competence properly channeled and 
^utilized redfuces unit costs^and increases quality and effectiveness. 

I wish to address two areas, the proposed ceiling on trainiiSg as a 
means to control expenditures aiyl the obstacles to receiving pri- 
vate donations fot use as State matching funds under the training 
sections of title }tX. 

A ceiling on training may limit expenditures but in nq way 
insures their productive use. A more effective control would be a 
r^uirement for reviewable State training plans coupled with qual- 
ity standards and requirements for evaluation. As a private foun- 
dation, were Wfe to make a grant for social work trainings we would 
require information such as: relevance of the training to the deliv- 
ery of services; the need for training in terms of numbers and 
specific skills; the content of program and qualifications of instruc- 
tors and the method of evaluation of program effectiveness in 
tc^ians of its objectives. . ^ 

The Federal Government currently disburses title XX. funds for' 
training with virtually no controls or requirements for accountabil- 
ity. Setting policy and criteria for quality without inhibiting State 
^j>rtexibility within those Umita would control expenditures and at 
the same 'time, assure effective training. Requirement for a proper 
State training plan and review would eliminated irrelevant, mar- 
ginal or excessive programs and help insure meeting the title XX's 
legislative goals and not simply help reduce State budgetary obliga- 
•tions. lx>oking at dollars instead of program is starting at the 
wrong end. , * 

In OTiiev for States to formulate its most effective plan, it must 
have ready access to all its educational resources. Due to the 
- restrictive language in the title XX law, there are real obstacles to 
accepting private donations and contracting with private colleges 
and universities. The core of the problem is prohibition against 
designation of the donation for a particular program. 

Let me give you a specific case in a university of which I am a 
trustee. The State of New' Jersey wished to undertake a program to 
upgrade the abilities of State Title XX personnel. We had a re- 
stricted endowment which could have made the matching donation. 
Counsel for the university advised that a donation without designa- 
tion of it.s use would be^Ja violation of trustee fiduciary responsibili- 
ty. Similar difficulties arP apparent throughout the country. Massa- 
chusetts does not have a single public graduate School of social 
work. The State of California, in order to contract with the Univer- 
sity of Southern California, a private institution, first contracts 
wit* the State university which then subcontract's' with University 
of Southern California to provide the training. A public university 
through a simple bookkeeping arrangement is able to donate uni- 
versity funds for the 2r)'.peix;en| match and then provide or subcon- 
tract the title XX training since it would be donating public and 
not private funds. As a citizen, I find it remarkable that there is an 
incentive to use public tax dollars in preference to private donated 

dollars. . 

In ordin- to^rovide a k^al wa>vfor donors to make contributions 
for title XX training, the Ix)is and Samuel Silberman Fund created 

\- ■ , 
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a special 501(c)3 entity with full tax-exemption status? the Lois and 
Samuel Silberman Social Services Manpower Development. Fund,, 
for the specific purpose ot receiving dpnatioiis to be used as Stete 
Title XX matching funds^ for training. The fund functions as fol- 
lows; the fund contracts vMh Stat^, currently New York and 
Massachusetts, which provide a list of desired title XX training 
promi?^ and potential private institutions which the State would 
like ±0 see provide the training subject to r^ei vihg donated funds 
for matching. The fund then asks for a '"be^t effort" letter from 
each potential provider institution that it will make or generate 
contributions to the fund to the extent that our contribution to the 
State is used as the State title XX match fqr the title XX training 
project, at the particular institution. The fund then contributes to 
the State without r^triction. Once the State actually contracts 
with the private institution using the donated match from the 
fund, the fund then solicits the institutions for their support. This 
arrangement permits the States to determine which institutions 
they want to provide training services without requiring that the 
private educational institutions donate directly the matching share 
without restrictions ^ to use. 

^ince we have no enforceable contract with the institutions, 
there is substantial risk to the fund. 

I am submitting as^ part of my testimony the fund's audited 
statciment for fiscal 1978 -together with the legal opinion under 
which we function and a background piece from a published report 
of the Lois and Samuel Silberman Fund* 

This entire system is nece^ry because universities such as 
Brandeis, Boston University, Boston College, Smith, Columbia and 
Fordham,' ail private universities and providers of title XX train- 
ing, cannot make a direct contribution to the State towards a 
training program which the State itself .would like the private 
university to implement. 

The problem is not confined to donations by providers. The Edna 
McConnell Ciark Foundation, for example, wanted to fund two 
grants to New York State totaling $67^000 for specific training as 
part of a larger demonstration project in the field of difficult to 
place adoption^. They were delighted to find we provided a legal 
way for them fo do-so, albeit 3 complicated process which could be 
easily eliminated with a minor. change in legislation. The simple 
fact IS that private donors will not and in some cases cannot, make 
contributions without being able to direct how the funds are to be 
used. ^ 

This situation should be .rectified by a title XX amendment that 
would allow a State to determine in advance which programs it 
wishes to have a private, nonprofit educational institution provide 
at?d permi^ifcceptance of donated funds' for the^5 percent State 
match wrtRn are restricted to funding the particular State ap- 
proved training plan. This approval could be made part of a State 
training plan or the State's comprehensive annual services plan 
and would therefore be subject to review by the public and HEW. 
Under these circumstances, the restriction against private institu- 
tional or individual donors designating a particular institution or 
program for the training could be removed. Such an amendment 
would allow the St^ites to determine which institutions are mpst 



capable olVproviding particular* training services for title XX relat- 
ed persofinel. The effective ijess of title XX services can only be 
improved as: a result. , , , .1 ^ .li. t • j 

A collateral benefit, the benefit to us, would be that the Lois_and 
Samuel Silberman Social, Servicesi. Manpower Development Fund 
could be terminated, freeing our energy and resources for more 

produG^ve purposes. ■j.-c ' 

ThanR*you for allowing me the opportunity to testity. 
Mr CoKMAN. Thank you, Mr. Silberman. Without objection, your 

full statement and appe«4ices will be placed in ^he, record at this 

point. ' . - r- 11 1 ' 

[Attachments to the prepared statement tollow:J 

SUIKU^STKD POSSIPLK LaNGUAOP TOR THE AmENDJi^Wt 

St-ction 2(H)2(aH7xI)Hii) of the Social Security Act is amended-by striking out 
"and" and insi-rting in lieu thereof, "except that, despite the provisions of^his 
substvt.on, pavmenLs may he made from donated private funds for the purposes of 
tx'rsonnel traininK. as provided in Section 20«2(aHl). if the donors restrictions on . 
ht- use of Ihv donatcKi payments are consistent with the State s desired use of these 
funds ius cxpresif^i in the State's comprehensive annual st^rvices plan described in 
S<!ction 2(H):?, or in a state traininjf plan, and" ^ 

Mr. SfLBKKMAN. May 1 make a few more comments? 

Mr. CoRMAN. Yes, sir. \ ^c- a j -4. 

Mr SiLBEKMAN. This Iss the first time I have ever testified and it 
is quite an experience. Listening to the Government testity this 
mprning, I found it quite remarkable. . ; . 

First of all the suggestion of a 3-percent ceiling on training in 
social services where the turnover rate and the burnout rate, par- 
ticularly in foster care and adoption work, which is Zb months 
average, I find remarkable to be able to say this will not hurt or 
impede the training of sufficient competent people ' , 

The committee has already said that they believe that better 
social services will reduce costs. I btUieve that, too. . • 

Better services require better competent well-tramed ptKioIe. it 
seems to me that the leverage point for better service is better 
training for greater competence. . , ^ . ^ 

There is another aspect which I was rather surprised that the 
Departnien^t did nor<.-ome in unci say, title XX is a great prograr^ 
but it is not working. It is not working because the Department 
dws not have sufficient control as to what goes on m the program^ 

The last witness said the State plans Hre not comprehensive and 
they are not built based on objectives and therefore the Depart- 
., inent needs that kind of authority in order to make sure this 

• program works.' - , , . , 

1 must say in business, if we are required, to implement a pro- 
gram, we always ask that we have the authority and the sanctions 

to allow us to do it. ■ ■ , 1 • ft ; 

Finally 1 would like to point out that there us leakage in this 
program in my judgment, hard to prove but I am confident there 
is This leakage is in the area of what some people call creative 

• budtreting, laying off other things against these programs. 

My feeling is that adequate criteria for quality programs tied to 
objectives can reduce some oi' the excesses and can produce better 
programs. (:ertair>ly if not less money is spent at least the money 
that is being spent will he better spent. 



This certainly is in the public interest. ^ 
Mr. Gorman, Thank you very much. 

Our next witness is Laurence F. X^ane, director for public policy, 
American Association of Homes for the Aging, % 

STATEMENT OF LAURENCE F. LANE, DIRECTOR FOR PUBLIC 
POLICY, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OV^ HOMES FOR THE 
AGING 

Mr. Lane. I am Laurence F, Lane^ director for public policy of 
the American Association of Homes JFor the Aging. 
I do have a^ formal statement, however, I shall summarisje it 
Mr. ^ CoRM AN. Without objection, your full statement will b^ in- 
serted into the record at this point. We will welcome your sQm^ 
mary. 

[The prepared statement follows:] 

STATi};Mi:NT OF Laurknck F. Lank, Di^uiCTOR for Pubuc Poucv, ^merjCan 

ASiiOClATION OF fiOMKS THE Acir^G 

I am Laurence F. Lane, director for public policy of the American Association of 
Homes for the Aging (AAHA). ^ 

The American Association of Homes for the Aging (AAHA) represents the non- 
profit providers of institutional services for older Americans, 4ncluding housing, 
health-related services, and medical care. Our. 1,700 member homes serve nearly 
300,00() senior citizens. AAHA has promoted the joining of institutional services our 
members provide with' delivery of social services programs. Our members have 
pioneered many programs in adult day cure, meals on wheels, and housing. In fact, 
over 85 percent of our member homes provide at least one community oiitreach 
.prograni. ^ 

Our members believe that if a full range of services is to be provided to meet the 
long term care needs of the elderly, non-institutiqnal community programs must b©' 
expanded. We see Title XX as the key t^ strengthening these community supportu. 
Unfortunately, a lack of funds has hindered the development of quality, cximniunity- 
hoaed services which ■ wouid prevent premature and inappropriate 
institutionalization, and to help thase coming out of medicai institutions to return 
to the community. If Title XX is to continue as the cornerstone of community 
support services, then Congress must make more money available. 

The American Association of Homes for the Aging supports the Title XX amend- 
ments in H.R. 2724. We ali^ strongly endorse H.R. IGCii), introduced by Cxjngressman 
Green. We have some reservations about Section \) in H.K. 2724, and wejiave other 
ideas for possible committee action, but we want to encourage the committee to act 
quickly to pass these important amendments to the program. 

*nVe strongly support increased allotmenti; to the s^tes prop«s£>d in bix:tion 2 of 
H.R. 2724. We would have preferred a committee budget recommendation of $^12 
billion as a Title XX ceiling, and we are very much in favor of the amendiVientH 
prppoi^^d by Congressman Urc^en, raising the ceiling to $dAo billion in 1980 and 
1:^45 in 1981. However, we are aware* of the monetary restraints being imposed on 
•domestic programs, apd we applaud committee members for your courage in re<'om- 
mending, as a minimum, a "retiV current , service delivery program for Title XX 
services. In addition to our support of the Funding increas*>s. we sup[>ort the index 
provisions suggesttnl in Si>ction 2(b) of H.R. 2724. 

For those of us who took part in the intense debate surroundmg the development 
of the Title XX program, the success of the pres^^it ft^cral-state program is encour- 
aging. States have reHfK)ndi>d fairly well in developing comprehensive plans, but 
there are strong indications that unlass more money is forthcoming, many [x>ople 
will either be denit^i social st^rvices or they will be. forced to turn to institutions, 
where federal funds still will have to be sjxnit to met»t the casts ol sup|>ortive 
services providc^d to them. The temporary increases enactiKi by the 9r>th Congress 
have' not met the demands on the program. In fact, because of the uncertainty of 
federal funding levels for fiscal 1980, the temporary^uncreasei^ have caused anxieties 
among thast^ who are concerned about the suircess of the program. It is dimcult to 
encourage states to.sp^Mid more for scVial services without assuring them that funds 
will bi- available in the future* to suHtain the programs. The f)ermanent oetling must 
be raised for ihi^ Title XX program to mt^^t its goals. 
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Regarding Section 3 of H.R. 2724, we support effort^ to encourage local officials tg 
be active in developing Title XX plans, The intention of Title XX was to spark 
active public participation in making plaiw for services. 'Participation on a local 
level is importi^nt if Title XX is to serve the people most in need and if. th^ pr<^ram 
is- to complement a community s own eflbrts to meet the needs of its citi2ens. 

As we suggt^sted in testimony on this section during the previous Congress, the 
reporting requirement proposed in Section might become just a paperwork 
chore. The committee should consider a separate authorisation for Title XX, not 
subject to a matching requirement for evaluating service plan performance. We see 
merit in this arms^length evaluation process. A separate evaluation might be a 
better way of accounting for how fiends are sp^nt and whether community needs are 
being met. . 

Our association sees merit, too, in the authorization of a multi-year plan under 
Title XX as proposed in Section 4 of H.R. 2724 This is compatible to the direction 
taken in the 95th Cx}ngress with respect to categorical prt^rams . such as those 
authorized under the Older Americans Act. Jrj looking at the. multi-year option, the 
•committee should strengthen the evaluation process. States should be# required to 
assess their programs periodically. We support the yearly opportunity for public 
comment described in Section 4tb). ' " , . 

AAHA'is opposed to a permanent extension olHhe special allocation for child day 
•care services as proposed in Section 5 of H.R. 2724: It does not seem wise to contintje 
a piecemeal approach by earmarking $200 million for a specific service. This vio- 
lates, the principles of the Title XX program, which calls for social service needs to 
be determined at the state and local levels. Public Law 94-401 was a short-term 
strategy to make the public more aware of day care issues and to tfiTcumvent the 
ceiling requirements: When th^ funds are merged into the Title XS allotment, as 
. proposed in Section 2 of the bill^j^ere is no reason for maintaining I separate pool 
of money. * 

We oppose the permanent auocation for child day care, because we believe this 
might disrupt the basic Title XX compromise among constituent groups. It is our 
belief that this earmarkir^ of funds without a matching^ requirement fails to en- 
courage states to expand programs with their own locaf funds. In these budgetr 
canscious times, social service advocates should make the best use of scarce federal 
dollars. We appreciate the child day care issue, but we do not believe Title XX^s 
suited to favoritisir in categorically recognizing certain services. 

We strongly support prop<x>eiI revisions .in Section 7 of H.R. 2724 to allow the use 
of Title XX funds for emergency shelter and protective services for adultij. Our 
memlx?rs have reported increased instances of elderly persons being abused by their 
own fam#ies/ Much attention has been gi%^en to child abuse and. spouse Cibu^e, but 
little attention has been paid to^he physical and mental assault upon older Ameri- 
cans living with their children. SUxies sluniid be able to use Title XX money to 
provide temporary shelter for abused, eiderl^ pt?opie. 

Our association supports the s€»parate authpriz^Uion of funds for territories pro- 
-jx)Sed in Si^rtions 8and9of H.R. 2724. ? > 

We iiliyo ask the c-oynnittee to consider an additional technical amendment. There 
is a discrepancy U^tween the groups of individuals eligible for Title XX si^rvicos 
cited in Section 2002(aK4) and the group in Section 2002(aKr>KA). The effect is to 
restrict the availability of social services to ineligible? wives or husbands of Supple- 
mental S^K-urity Income recipients who are not otherwise in the group of individuals 
with income maintenance status %vith resf)ect to the mandatory fee requirements, 
Itu'ligibie spi)use.s of SvSI l>enericiaries ma>" be countcni to help a state nun^t the 50 
j>4^rci?nt rule and by impliciUion are amon^ thcxse in the special target groups, but 
they fall out of the groups of people who can get sc^rvices without charge lit the 
state's discretion. We think it is im|>ortant for the committee to ensure protection 
for services without charge for ineligible K|>oUses of SSI rt^cipients. 

We also wish to ca^l the committees attoition to the "reallucation" provision in 
. H.H. UH)B To ensurtt^hMt Title XX services ar^ provided to indivkiualn in are^is who 
nei»d it the most, it would appear txjuitable to. allow for ;he reallocation of funds 
which have not been spt^nt by certalri states, to those which have a continuing need 
for service funding. P'urthermore, the multi-year funding approach, containtxi in 
Congressman ! J reen's bi[t:nfiTp^4t5rTavorable consideration. 

Title XX has the potential to bi^ the finest of the partnership efforts Ix^tween 
,goverftme?it and the voluntary s<.H:tor. We encourage the committcH.^ to be* increasing- 
'ly Watchful ifi assessing the impact of the program. Certainly, if in conufig years the 
efforts f>f government are to be containtni, then action must Ix* taken now to 
strengthen our m)nprorit, community-based sy.stem to nUH't thi' rising jmh^ for 
services for the elderly and others. 
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• Government policies must add tp, not detract from, community initiatives. 

In closing, let me emphasiise that Title XX was enacted to ensure an orderly 
growth of iKx;ial services programs for those most on need of services. The proce^ is 
working. The ceiling must be raised to ensure that ft continue to work wel^ 

Mr. Lane, The American Association of Homes for- the Aging 
represents the nonprofit providers of institutional services foi; older 
4niericans, including housing, healttj j^filated services and medical 
care. Our IJOO member homes serve nearly 300,000 senior citizens, 

AAHA has promoted* the joining of institutional services our 
meinbers' provide with delivery of social services programs. Our 
members have pioneered many programs in. adult day care* meals 
on ^ wheels^ and housing. In fact, over 85 percent of our member 
homes provide at least one community outreach program. 

The American Association of Homes for the Aging supports the 
title XX amendments in H,R. 2724. We also strongly endorse H.R, 
1666, introduced by Congressman Green. We have some resefva-^ 
tions about section 5 in H.R. 2724 and we have other ideas for 
possible committee actiqn but we want to encourage the committee 
to act quickly to pass these important ilmendniejpts to the program. 

We strongly support increased allotments to the States proposed 
in section 2 of H.R. 2724. We would haye preferred a corhmittee 
^ budget recommendation of $3.2 billion as a^itie XX ceiling and we 
are very much in favor of the amendments proposed liy Cpngress- 
rnan Green raising the ceiling to $3.15 billion in fiscal ye^ir 1980 
' and $3.45 in fiscal year 1981. 

We are aware of the monetary restraints being imposed on do- 
mestic programs and we applaud committee members for your 
courage in recommending as a minimum a ''real" current service 
delivery program for title XX. In addition to our support of the 
funding increases, we suppk)rt the index provisifjns suggested in 
section 2(b) of H.R. 2724. 

Skipping through my testimony, I wish to comment on section 5. 
The American Association of Homes for the Aging is opposed to a 
permanent extension of the special allocatlSn for child day-care 
services as proposed in section 5 of H.R, 2724. It does not seem wise 
to pontinue a piecemeal approach by earnyirking $200 million- for a 
specific service. This violates the princip]^ of the titte XX program 
which, calls for social service needs to be determined at the State 
. and local levels. 

Public Law 94-401 was a short term strategy to make the public 
more awdre of day-care issues and to circumvent the ceiling re- 
quirements.- When. the funds are merged into the title XX allot- 
ment, as proposed in section 2 of the bill, thete is no reason f6r 
maintaining a sepajuile pool of money. 

We oppose the permanent allocation for child day care because 
we^believe this might disrupt the basic title XX cornpromise am©»g 
constituent groups. It is also our belief that this earmarking of 
funds without a matching requirement fails to encourage States to 
expand programs with their Own local funds. 

in these budget consciouK times, social servjce advocates should 
make the best use of scarce Federal dollars. 
. We strongfy support proposeci provisions in section 7 of H.R. 2724 
to allow the use of title XX funds foi- emergency shelter and 
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protective services for adults. In our testimoJi^ we explain why we 
support that. 

In our testimony we aiSo ask the committee to look at the issue 
of iii^iigible spouses of SSI recipients and how they are accounted 
for in the use of title XX funds. 

Finally/ we would point out that title XX has the potential to be 
the finest of the partnership efforts between Government and the 
wolunttiry sector. We encourage the committee to be increasingly 
watchful in assessing the impact of the program. \ 

In one of our recommendations, we do ask* for separate evalua- 
. tion of an arm's length relationship. 

Certainly, if in the coming years" the efforts of Government are . 
to be contained, then action must be taken now to strengthen qur . 
nonprofit community based system to meet the rising need for 
services for the, elderly and others. . 

Government policies must add to not detract from community 
initiatives. « 

. In closing, let me emphasize that title XX was enacted to ensure 
an orderly growth of social services programs for those most in 
need of services. The process is working. The ceiling must be raised 
to ensure tliat it continues to work well 

Mr CoRMAN.. Thank you very- much, Mr. Lane. - 

Mr. Rousselot? 

Mr.^ RoussKLOT. Thank you for your testimony. I asked the ad- 
ministration witness about the same tqpic and I take it your orga- 
nization is opposed to extension and special allocation for child 
' care day services as proposed in section 5 of H.R. 2724. 
Do you think we should eliminate it altogether? 
Mr. Lank. The problem with the earmarking is. we already haye 
a very sizable amount of. money going to child day care. If the 
States are committed to spending fnoney in child day care, it may 
, be earmarking with no match is not optimizing our driilar. If you 
. are K<^ing to give them 100 j)erCent of the money anci'no State 
' requirement to spend their money, they are going to*- take the 
Federal money. If you lower the match, if you make it a li) percent 
match, you are givin^^ a smaller amount of PVnieral'money but yet 
■you are keeping the same program level and you are getting state 
money. 

In. fact one could argue that eten if you lowered thA^tch to (50/ 
40 and earmark it as-a priority, the dav-care pro^raWPyill contin^ 
ue to work and run well at the wState* k^vel. Day cmv advcK:ales 
havt^ become a very active force in the title XX. allocation mecha-' 
nism. 

If Titk' XX is to be a catalyst for State action and State money 
y[)ending, wo can regally expand the amount of nigney that is going 
into a local community by using the match amount. 

Mr. RoussKixxr. What do you recomm(4id,we do? 
^ Mr. Lank. I recomnu^nd that the ec^pimitt^^^ . support the: $3.1 
.ceiling Jeve! or if I had my druthers, and 
do away with any specialized earmai^|»^P^^V child day-care 
sc^rvices as all the otheV services? i^vl^i^'^'ogram, *su to a State 
match ancH^oirig'thn)U|jh*^ pt^^ of being allocated at the 

State level ' \ ] '^V ' ^-^K-'' 
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Mr, RoussEW)T. Do you find that other organizations support 
that same point of view? . 
Mr. Lane. It is a Controversial recommendation obviously. • 
Mr, RoussE!.OT. Are there other advocates of this same position? * , 
Mr. Lane. There are other advocates in the sajne petition and 
earlier this year in discussions with the social welfare organiza- 
tions that arV involved in the National Assembly of National Vol- 
untary Health "and Social Welfare Organizations and with those 
who ai*e remnynts of the old title XX social services coalition. 
There are spqkesmen primarily out of the adult groups but also 
soi,ne child advocate groups that would support the recommenda- 
tion that we optimize the dollars. 

Mr. RoussELOT. Thank you. 
' Mr. CoRMAN.^ Thank you very much, Mr. I.ane. We appreciate 

your testimony. ; , 

Our next .witness is* Rebecca (irajower, National Assembly of 
National Voluntary Health and Social Welfare Org^mizations. 

^STATEMKNT OF RKHKCl A (;RAJ()WKR, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR 
FOR Fl HLIC POLICY NATIONAL ASSEMBLY OF NATIONAL 
VOl.lNTARY HEALTH AM) SCKIAL WELFARE <)R(;ANIZA- 
TIO^S 

Ms. Grajowkr. Thank you, Mr. C^hairman. 

Mr. CofojAN. If you'have a prepared statement, you may submit 
it in full ancb^ummarize or proceed however you wish. 

Ms. Grajowkr. Thank you for the chance to present testimony. I 
shall attempt to summarize -my statement. 

I am here to represent the National Assembly of National Volun- 
tary Ileaith and Social Weljare Organizations. We have about W 
members who are major social welfare organizations in this coun- 
try engaged in service /lei ivery through purchase of service. 
. The National Assembly cannot spinik as a corporate bckiy. It j:an 
only speak on beh:^lf of those member agencies who jiave signed in 
for'particular statements. 

*The statf^nent today has hvvn supported by the following agen- 
cies; Department. of^Gomrnunity : Services, AFL GIO; American 
Council for Nationalities Service! Boys' Clubs of Anu^rica; ('hild 
Welfare U^ague of Anun'ica; Cxnufil of Jewish Federations; Family 
Service Association of America; Girl Scouts of the U^S,A.; (Jirls 
Glubs of America; National Gouncil for Flomernaker-Hume Health- 
Aide* Services; National Gouncil of Jewish Women; United Neigh^ 
borhood (enters a}" America and the National Hoard. YWGA of the 

U.S.A. . . , , . 

The Urnted Way of America and the Association of Junior 
Ix^agucs support only those [)ortions of the testimony wliich :^d- 
dress the rccomrnerHlations ^wy have signed on the appended legis- 
lative issues lists- 

Mr. Ghairman, 1 am afraid most of this prepared testimony will 
be rej)etitive of what has been said today. A[){)arently most people 
are in agreement on certain major issues under the title XX pro- 
gram. . 11 

First of alh the questi(;n funding, the major erosion that rias 
taken place in the value of.the hilliofi ccMling set in 1!)72, there 
are various estimates as to \hv nature of this (^rosion, how much 
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the sum has suffered. A v^ry modest estimate would say that the 
erosion has been at least 25 percent so that a $2.5 billion authoriza- 
tion would now be worth about $1.8 billion. 

We note that Congress has enacted increases of about 8 percent 
for fiscal years 1977, 1978, and 1979, and for fiscal 1979, another 
$200 million has been added. 

\ We are concerned that under current law, the ceiling is sched- 
uled to revert to $2.5 million and therefore ui^e at the very least, 
$2.9 billion be retained *as a ceiling, of the very minimum. If possi- 
ble, that the $3.1 billion budget park that has been set by the 
Ways and Means Committee and as suggested by Mr. Corman's 
bill, be the one that is reported out. ^ 

Another .point I would like to make is as private agenci'^, we are 
- engaged in the title XX program and accomplish it with the public 
agencies in providing services. We are not totally self-concerned^ 
about the amount of funds that are voted by Congress for title XX. 

Private agencies and voluntary charge organixatiorts have been 
providing services before major Federal involvement and continue 
to do so but obviously the funds made available by charitable 
donations are not sufn^:ient to cover vast* needs in thi^ ^country. 
Federal moneys are necessary and social services, after all, are cost 
' efficient in the sense that they are in many cases preventive, as 
spoken very eloquently by Congressman Miller this morning. 

We are concerned with the kinds of fiscal juggling that does take 
place\between various jurisdictions, that is additional money voted 
by Congress for title XX money funding not be the caiise for States 
to, reduce their contributions towards funds. 

We feel that the maintenance-of-effort cteuse contained in sec- 
tion 2003(b) of the Social Security Act, requiring States to maintain 
aggregate expenditures of either fiscal year 1973 or 1974 is not a 
sufficient meins to prevent States^ reducing their aggregate e^- 
pe^nditures. 

. We note, 'as the committee reported last year in a report accom- 
panying H.R. 12-973, that Congress would hope the States do not 
Induce their level of expenditures. 

Another problem that comes up is the nature of the process of 
Congress voting, shall we say, on sums of money on a practically 
annual basis over and above the $2.5 billion ceiling. States are 
bein^ able to plan well ahead. For instance, Public Law 95-600 
voted ^n additional $200 million above the $2.7 billion sometime in 
Ock)ber. That was already into the fiscal year and the States will 
be able to plan in^ a judicious and carefu}ly well thought manner 
how'thoy will' use th^se additional funds to expand programs. 

I note in* the UEW budgcH submission that they estimate $2.8 
billion of the $2.9 billion will be spent by the States in fiscal year 
1979. There is only $1 billion tiiat will not be used unleas perhaps 
the Social Security Act is amended so as to permit States to carry 
over unused portions of a given fiscal year allotment into the next 
year. 

There are serious- possibilities for abuse of this and for careless- 
ness and we would suggest some kind of procedural requirement 
for HEW approval or whatever (Congress thinks is the wisest. 

The Urban Institute in their testimony and their excellent report 
are Very much concerned about the lack of .synchronization be- 



ERLC 



^4 



67 

tween the budgetary proces^ in the State and the comprehensive 
annual social service program planning in the States. Indeed, last 
year legislation passed the House allowing the Stat^ to opt for 
either a 1 year or 2 year program period to at least bring into 
synchronization the budget and title XX planning cycl^. 

We support the provision in Mr. Gorman's bill this year that 
offers this option. We would also support a provision for a 4£kiay 
comment period prior to thp beginning of the second pr^am year. 

Another aspect is Accountability as well as rationality dealing 
with what the Urban Institute previously testified to, namely that 
there is no feedback provision in the comprehensive annual social 
services program plan in most States, that the plan i& simply a 
statement of intent, a statement that needs will be met and target 
populations. 

We therefore recommend that States should be required to pub- 
lish within a period of up to 180 days after the program year, we 
think that should be enough time for the States to gather the 
necessary data, an annual services program' report which describes 
the extent to which the services program of the State was carried 
out during that year in accordance with the GASP plan and the 
extent to which the goals and objectives of the plan have been 

achieved, ^ . \ 

We are also concerned with another element ot accountability 
and that is responsiveness of program planners to input by individ- 
uals, organizations, and groups, outside the designated singte State 
agency which Administers title XX. 

We recommend States ]ye requir€5?^to give public notice of intent 
to consult with local elected officials as is provided for in the 
Gorman bill and as provided last year in H.R. 12-973 but also other 
public and private organizations including voluntary organizations' 
and provide them with an opportunity to present their view prior 
to publication of proposed CASP plan and the principal views to be 
summarized in the GASP plan. , i 

H.R. 2724 also contains a provision for cofi^ultation with local 
elected officials. * 

We were ver>^bappy that last year the Ways and Means Cx)mmit^ 
tee reix)rt acc^5i?ipanying II.R. 12973 stated with respect to such a 
provision that it was the intent of the qpmmittee that since in some 
States, all organizations and individuals are consulted, that in all 
States, ''all organizations and individuals who are involved in the 
delivery or receipt of services have an opportunity to be involved at 
the planning stage/' ' . . ^ , . 

We were very gratified last year that this mtent of the commit- 
tee was made but .we respectfully request this intent be expressed 
in the statutory provision if possible. , i j 

Another major concern of ours is the use of donated tunds, as 
was described bv Mr. Silberman in the cases of training. 

Since Federal financial participation is available only for funds 
transferred to the State or local agency under its administrative 
control and further such funds must be donated to the State with- 
out restrictions as to use and various other complicated provisions- 
explaining this claust% namely other than restrictions as to the 
services with respect to \yhich the funds are to be u^ed imposed by 
a donor who is not a s|>onsor or o{>erator of a program to provide 
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those services or the geographical area in whicMfie services are to 
be provided. It is an independent decision of tK State agency to 
purchase services from the donqr. w i • i 

It is a very complicated clause. I have seen a marvelous lo^cai 
analysis of the regulatory provisions implementing thisdause. It is 
difficult to read but it was generally understood tairoan that a 
provider agency cannot make a donation and at the" same time 
receive such moneys in return as a purchase of services. 

You do have this kind of two way relationship today. 

In one way, there is a bypassing of this, it is legitimate, and this 
restriction then results in voluntary federated fund raismg organi- 
zations viewed as third parties and following the regulations inde- 
pendent of agehcies sponsoring operating 'services, the regulations 
^require there be no interlocking boards of directors and so forth. 

Such fund raising organizations have become the means for 
funds to be donated through private organizations. There are direct 
relationships with State and they are receiv^iiSr^onations from 
private pro^nder agencies and which result in purchase of service 
contracts aW then after those arrartgements are made informally, 
the States andlhe agencies document independent decisionmaking 
processes* Even in the CASP plans, this is sometimes rather clearly 
stated. The Connecticut CASP plan Specifically states with regard 
to subcontracts for legal services and safeguarding services entered 
by State agencies with private providers that these providep 
donate the 25-percent' match amount." Other State plans simply 
State the sources of donated funds and the point is the provision is 

, being violated. , , j i.u 

" The restrictions fail to achieve their intended purpose and the 
only result is strained working relationships and less than appro- 
* priate accountability standards between the State agency and non- 
profit provider -agencies providing purchased" services under title 
XX 

The whole restriction arose in the 1%1 amendments which^al- 
lowed in as proviHer agencies private agencies as well as puWic 
agencies. There .may haVe been various considerations at that time 
as to why such restrictions should be set on donated funds. 

We are not self-serving in asking the amendments permit npn- 
■ profit provider agencies to. donate the non^Federal share directly to 
the State, we are just saying maybe certain considerations took 
place and they might not, have applied to nwn>f9j;t organization's. 

Another change that^we request is the prohibition that private 
' donor agencies which currently are not permitted to make such 
donations in kind or cash where public agencies are. it that is 
delated, we would appreciate that as well. ^ 

Another ma,jor problem we are encountering m the nonprotit 
sectbr is the training regulations which seek to demonstrate a 
policy prcfefence to favor publicly employed social i^^rvices person- 
nel over privately employed social services personnel and exclude 
provider agencies from' training contracts altogether . 

We have been waiting {'qr the promised revised traa#i2ng regula-, 
tion.H from HEW. Seme of ourtoncerns were met. We have been 
' -meeting with HKW. they have- been consulting everyone, borne ot 
the requests have been met. ^ ^ 
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We are still concerned about certain other issues such as train- 
ing for volunteers > in provider 2^encies, in assuming HEW regula- 
tions will be issued. ' 

We are concerned with the training for non hands-on services 
delivery personnel in provider agencies, not only administrative 
personnel per se but we ^re talking about bookkeepers^^ financial 
pei'sonnel, who after all have to deal with the very complex regula- 
tions and reporting requirements where contracts are involved and 
so forth. \ ; • 

We are also concerned about per diem and education costs for 
provider agency personnel in short-term training. ; ' ' 

I thought I wouljd give you an example of what^ volunteers are 
doing and what are some results of the availability of training. 

The Boys Club in New Jei-sey^.the Boys Cliib of Trenton, started 
a program very early in the game before cfoncerns about reaching 
title XX ceilings and State allocations and' so forth, of after school 
day care in an inner city ghetto neighborhood. This was so popular 
that five other New Jersey inner city neighborhoods' served by ^ 
Boys Club adopted it/ 

After they established a core of after school day ciare, they ex-, 
pended their programs beyond that core and they found rather 
sophisticated techniques to find funding, including using CETA 
personnel as staff 

In Jersey Qity, for instance, they also have volunteers from the 
business community who as as big brothers and big sisters and who 
do things such as helping with homework or raising educational 
aspirations and lifting horizons, taking the kids pn tours to IBM ' ^ 
plants arid so forth. j ' " < \ 

The board of directors of eachjjf^ese agencies were so enthusi- ^ 
astic about what they s^w going on that they opened their facilities 
to other groups, namely s^ior citizens who are then using Boys 
Club facilities, including swimming pools, and they haVlJ facilities 
that are now used around the clock from 9 a.m. to 10 p.m. 

We are thinking of the voiunteers ^ho are working with those 
kinds in rising their aspirations. UV"^ could benefit from 
X training. We think of the board of directors who are so enthusiastic 
that they opened th» buildings to other categorical groups. They 
have fiduciary, responsibility under the State*- laws as board of 
directors. They must understand the languages of contracts, the ^ 
• technical and complex ways in which the program funding interre- 
lates. * . 

We do not even gd into title transfers and other issues raised by 
the Urban Institute. It is a fact that most * of our agencies use 
funding from various sources. 

We therefore urge that the training regulations inalude training 
for voluntecrH, board members and tionsocial services delivery {>er- 
sonnel. . - 

I would like to give you some rTiore examples of volunteer service 
such as home companions, prenatal care educators, paralegals ad- 
vising battt>redsWomen of their legal rights, ambulance dispatchers, 
and tutors in ghetto schools. ^ 

I do not want to make it sound routine but you have heard 
testimony all day 'about, other provisions that were in U,R. 12973 
las^t year and that are included in Mr, Gorman's bill this year. We 
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sunport them, using title XX funds for protective services, for 
emergencies, shelter for adults, pe.rtrianently extending provisions 
relating to certain social ^services for alcoholics and drug addicts. 

• We also are suggesting a new provision that States which make 
provisions , for homemaker and home health aid services to adults, 
children, and families under title XX establish or designate a State 
agency to be responsible for establishing and monitoring standards 
for such services which are in accord with recommended standards 
of riatianal o;-ganizations concerned with . standards for such 
sBrvicGs. 

The whole issue of standards is somethii^g better not addressed, I 
just find member agencies are vc?ry much concerned about quality 
and about standards settmg, . . ^ 

' Hofhemaker-Hdme Health Aidfe Services is testifymg after me 
and will explain what they do. 

It would be very hice to see such a clause included. 

Furthermore, with the medicaid and medicare abtise and defraud 
amendrri^nt^'of 1977 requests a report on such standards. 

We also support a separate allocation and entitlement for Guam, 
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Lsl&nds, outside the title XX ceiling. 

There is one more provision we are supporting in the nature of 
collaboration with other public agencies and their concerns and 
that is a fiscal cycle, that county fiscal cycles also be permitted to 
- be the basis for CASP program. We believe this provision would 
apply only to Wisconsin. 

I would like, to thank you very much, 

[The prepared statement follows:] , . - 

Statement ok Herkcca Grajowkh, Assistant Dnuic-foK for Vvhuc PoljCy, thk 
' National Asskmbly of National Voluntahv Hf.alth and Sch^al Wklkare Ok- 
(janizations, Inc./ Nkw Yokk, N.Y, 

Mv miiw is ik'cky Hrajuwor and I am Assistant Director for Public Policy of the 
National Assembly of National Voluntary Health and S<Kia! Welfare Organ iziit ions, 
Mnc Nt^w-York City We have a membi^rship of thirty -six national voluntary, non- 
profit or^^ini/alions enga^^tni in m^H'tinK the country's most pressing human needs 
thraui^h service delivery and public jK)Hcy advcKacy. . . . 

Of that numlHT some twenty fcur organi/^itions bave tK*en participating some 
quite intensively others more fjeripheraliy- in the aHivities of the -National Assem- 
bly Title Task Force, must ^rblv cli^iinfti by Candpce Mueller ol, the (jhild W eliare 
U'a^ue of AnuTica. The Vask Korco hiis tHH?n monilorinf,^ the litle XX B<Knal 
siTv^ces proKraiji since its inception in U^75, sharing information and conct^rns 
rcKardin^^ the planning: procvss'in the states and legislative and regulatory develop- 
ment's at the natiunaUevel. * ■ ■ \ i- , c 

In anticination\)f this st>ssion of (Congress, we have shapixi a joint list ot riH:onv 
mendations for Title XX iegi^^lation. to which twelve agencies have ,so far sub- 
scnlxHl- two orgarii/^it ions chose to accept only sonu* parts oi the list. Ihis testimony 
is tJYiTefore L)resented on iH'haif of the foUowin^^ memlKT agencies: Di^partment ot 
rornmunitv S<Tvices, AFL CIO: American CxHmcil for Nationalities S^^rvice; Boys 
Clubs of Anu«nca; Child Welfare Uague X)f America; C^)uru;ilin Jewish Ftxieration^ 
Family S<Tvice As,scKnation of ATnt-rira/ (iirl Seputs of the USA.; (nrls Clubs o 
' AnuTK' i National (Council for !fo?iiefTUiker-H(KT>e Health Aide S^'rvi^-e^*; National 
Council i)r Jewish Women; United NcMghbt)rh(HHi Centers of America, and the Na- 

'Suhniitt*-d (n. ul thr injiowin^^ ({htii^ht ur^ani/.it lun. uf ih<' N<^J';;"*\^^ Ass^nnhly of 

Natumal Vuiufitnrv Health and S<K:ial W^Jarr Or^nniv.xUun^. Inc. AFl C !() IVfn.rtmcnt d 
(ommunitv ServKVS. Anu-rican C<aHU'il P.ri'Nat.unahtics Si-ryicv. Boys ( lubs uf America. ( hild 

Am-nca. (iir S.-ma,s nl tin- USA. (Inls Oluh. America. Inc, \atmna ( ounnl lor flemr 
nvtkfr Hofm' ih-aith Auk' S^tvhts. Natmnai Cninnl of Jewish VVunu-n. Umt^Mi N(MKhb)rh(K«i 
iVut(M-i^ at America; and V WC A ol the USA.. National H^)arii , , 

TholoilnwiuM rn.tnU.r orKnnuiMwn, ^uh.n■^\n^ to (..flain part.s t, hut ^l^]^'^''^ ':''}''^^^^^ 
iist n\ -{f^rshitiv.. MM-ofnimMiHafinns As.sm iatu»n ul Jufnur hi^Kuos VmUni Way (,{ 
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tional feoard. Y.W.CA. of the U.S.A. The United Way of America and the Associ- 
ation of Junior Leases support only those portions ot the t<^timony which addriefis 
the recommendations they have signed on* the appended legislative issues lists. 

Our recommendations for Title XX legislation reprint fiour areas of m^jor 
concern to the aforementioned agenci^ participating on the Title XX Task Force— ^ 
funding, public accountability, training, and r^trictions on do$iated funds. 

Inflation has eroded the value of the ph^am funds alloted uiidef the $2.5 billion 
Title XX ceiling in 1972 by at least 25 percent. Thus the $2.5 bhllion author!^- 
tion is now' worth at most some $1.8 billion. Congress has enacted temporary 
increases of 8 percent for fiscal years 1977. 1978, ai^d 1979, in the form of a $200 
million ^earmark for day care under Public Law 94-401, and ah additional 7,4 
percent increase, to $2.9 billion, for fiscal year 1979. Under current jaw the Title XX' 
ceiling is scheduled to revert to $2.5 billion in fiscal year 1980. ifhese temporary 
increases scarcely compensated, for inflotiQn since 1972, and do not provide tor 
program expansion or innovation in the 45 states (including the District of Colum- 
bia) at ceiling. The other six states (with the exception of Indiana) are near ceiling 
in expenditures of their allotments. 

The Title XX progiwn is very much a public-private prc^^rapi, a partnership 
between the singlej|pte agencitsj admini^^ing Title XX and providing direct 
services, and thw'iJ^pc and private agencies providing services through purchase of 
service arrangemejl. Private agencies are estimated to have accounted for 40 
percent or more J^'itle XX expenditures in 14 states in 1977. The mean for all 
states was 152 pei^nt. While charitable organizations provided social services before 
large-scale federal involvemen^began— and consider it their responsibility to contin- 
ue to do so, with ftmds deriJed fr^m charitable donations as well as government 
contracts— they are cognizam that private funds are not sufficient to meet human 
services needs, and that public dollars spent for services are cost efficient. The aim 
of t{ie social servipes we provide is to prevent human problems or treat social and 
medical needs, which. If left to develop, would require fare more expensive reme^ 
dies Examples are in^iome services when hospitalization, or other forms of 
institutionalization, are not required; sexUality, pregnancy ancj venereal disease 
counseling for adolescents; day care for the children of workmg nwthers. 

We therefore urge that at the very least, the temporary $2.9 billion 1979 ceiling 
enacted by Public I^w 95-GOO be made permanent^ us proposed by the Administra- 
tion and in H.R. 2469. In addition we request that Cx)ngress enact a clause increas- 
ing Title XX allotments to the states to reflect increases in the cost of living. The 
Ways and Means Committee budget "mark" of $3J billion for fiscal year 1980, 
representing an increase of 1 percent over ^^^^9 is tl|prefore welcome. And the 
clause ih H!lL 2724, which provides for further 7 percent increases in the Title XX 
ceiling in subsequent fiscal years is an appropriati'— and hopefully adequate— re 
^ponsil^ inflationary pressures on Title XX programs. Certainly everyone wishes 
FresidSt Carter success in his efforts to contain mfiation. 

An additional concern is that the states do not reduce non-federal, expenditures 
that could be us^Ki as a match to claim additional federal Title XX inonion as 
Cx)ngress appropriates more funds^to maintain current levels x}f services and to 
enable some expansion of needed social services. We find that the current provision 
of law, section 2003 (b) of the Social vSecurity Act. requiring suites to mamtam 
aggregaU' expenditures at fiHcal yoar 11)7:^ or 1974 levels, is not sufTicient to prevent 
r£xiuctions in state and local expenditure's as more federal matching funds are made 

available. i ^ 

Another aspect of our interest in funding of the Title XX program relates to 
efTective iia well as efncient utiliyuition of state allotments. Since the if billion 
fiscal year Un9 celling was pasmi by Congress after the In^ginning o4' the fiscal 
year, states may n<it have antici[xiti>d that an addition^U $20<) milliw would be 
made avaihibie, and therefore not have geare<i up to apply their increased allot- 
ments to carefully tailored service expansion. The l>epartment of' Health, tkiucation 
and Welfare estinwites that tlie states will spend $2.8 billion of their fiscal year Wm 
allotment^ij The other $1(]0 million gould b*.* retrievt^ if states were permitU>d to 
carry over any unused poi^tiOn of their Title XX allotment for use m the ne^t fiscal 
ear, with some procedural Hmitation to prevent abusi\ such requiring apprpval 
ly the* Secretary of HEW. 1 t u 

Ratitnality in state compW»hensive annual services program planning. would be 
enhand.^ if the states were given the option of establishiiig a two-year as well as,a 
one-veaV program period,- thus synchronizing such plans with their budget cycles. 
Thoee sUH<^s which opt for ^ two year program |>eri(Ki should be rtH;uirwl to provide 
a 4r>-day ^^WKQ^^nt perfod {)rior W the bi^ginning^of the siK)ond year. Such provisions 
are contained nWl.K. 272^1 
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Accountability ci^nnot achievt^i without even rudimentary iVicxms to ascertain 
pro^rrarn effectiveness. C:iHTentiy the Comprehensive Annual St^v ices Program plan 
in most states /unctions as not inuch more than a statement of intvnt— what 
services are to 'bt^ providc?d to which categories of pi^r^)ns- The Urb;.m Institute 
evaluation of state impienuMitation of Title XX summari/tKl ('ASP plans as focusing 
on means rather than ends— namely the resultvS of services provisioti. Nor do C'ASP 
plans provide for f^iback on performance during the prior program period. We 
therefore rm)mmet)d that states should be rec^uired*to publish, within a period of 
up to ISO days after the program ye;#r. an annual services program t^^port which 
desi'riUvs the extent to which the services program of the state was carricxl out 
during that year in accordance with the C'ASP plan and the extent, to which the 
goals and objectives of the plan hilve bc<.m achlevtHi. 

Another facet of accountability is responsivent^ of program planners to input by 
individuals, organi/^itions and groups outside the^ single stat^> agency administering 
Title XX. We therefore recommend that states Ix^ rtH:|uire(i to give public notice of 
mtent to consult with IcK'al' eiecttxi officials and other public and private organi/^^ 
tions. and provide them with an op|K>rtunky to present their viewi? prior to publica- 
tion of the projK>stHl'CASP plan; the principal views of sucH individuals and organi- 
zations to bv sununari/.ed in the^ propositi CASP plan. H.U. 2724 contains a provision 
for such consultation with kKal officials, as does the Administration projXKSiU. I^ast 
vear. the Ways and Meatis Committee rep<^rt accompanying H.R. 12973: the Social 
S^'rvicet^ Amendnients of HHS, stated with respiHit to a similar provision, that it .was 
tlie intent of tlie comgittei' that in all states not just s^e "all organ iv^it ions and 
individuals who are involveti in the delivery or receipt of services' have an opfwrtu- 
nity to be involved at the. planning stage." We res j-H-ct fully request tfiat this irrUuit 
of the committee be expressixi as statutory provision. 

The Tjtle XX. prcj^ram places very tight Restrictions on nongtjvertunental funds 
usiHi to wiatch fedtTal funds, luxieral fmancial participation is available oni-y for 
funds transferrcKi to the state t)r \oci\\ agency and under its administrative control 
Furtlier such hiuds must Ih> donate<i to the s?tate with(nit restrictions as to use, 
othiT than restrictions as to the Si-rvices with res|XK't to which the [utids are to be 
used imposecl by a donor who is not a s^wnsor or o^H'raior of a program to provide 
those si?rvices. or the geographical area in which the services are to bv providi^d. 
Finally such funds may not be usfd to purchase servites from the donor unk»ss thi^ 
donor'is a nonprofit organization and it is an irideinrndent diH:ision of the state 
agency to purclriise services from the donor. As a result of tht^' restrictions vojun- 
tary federated fund-raising orgatiiz-jitions, inde^x'ndent of agencies s^K>nsi)ring or 
t^)eratnig servit-es or training programs, have bii-ome the conduit for funds donated 
by private nonprofit organi/at'iuns. Nevertheless, states are*.' receiving donations 
from private [irovider af^encies, which are indeed resulting in purchase of service 
contracts. Such arraruieriH^nts are made infnnnany nnd then sup^Kirted by documeii^ 
tation of the mdepi'iuient decision making proiU'ss which resulted in the j)urchase of 
s<TVice contract 

An aitaivsjs of state ('ASP plans yields some interesting fiiuiings The Comu^nicut 
plan sjieciilcaliy state.^'. wUh regard to suLnront Tacts for legal si-rviees and s^ife^uard- ^ 
m^ scrvires en'terrd bv state agejuaes with f)rivate [)rovic,ler.s, that "these pnX'idt'rs 
(ignate the 2*? percent match amount " Other state plans, while s^H'cifying sour*cos of 
donated fumis, are less.specific about the» direct relationship betwe^m donation and 
|.)Urchase (?i service • 

The restrictions on non-proilt fjrovider- agency donations thus fail to achieve their 
mtended })urp<'se and only result sh strained w(M ku^g relat ionj?hips Mn\ li'.ss than 
ap[)f opriate act'oufUiihi lity standards hi'tween the state agency atui nhn profii. pro- • 
vider agencies providing purchased Si-rvwvt^ under Title XX, We request tha! sc-cti(»n 
•it)(rj{aN7Hni of the Social StK'unty Act Ih' amended t{> [x-rmit non-profit provKiHJ\ 
ag(-ncies to donate the non-fe<ieral share directly to the state. We ajso request thaf^ 
sec^nn *J0!)*J'ai^7i<('i \)v deleted st) that f>rivatt* non profit agenca^^^ he treated equally 
with public agencies and permitted to make sm;li lionation ui-km^as well as cash 

The traimng r'o^ulalions set'in iiemonstrate*;r-fx^iicy preference which favors 
puhhciy employed ^txa'al services iK^rsomud {;ver fH'ivately employed s(K-]al services 
pi-rs{.>nr]el. and'exihide provider ageiK'ies from trammg contracts altogether. HKW 
[^ad pronii.sed revi.sed training regulatunis by C^ctolnT ll)7s The revisions v^'e to 
address such issues as traimng for adfmnistrative and other non liandsnn s^-rvices 
delivery [.n-rsunnel of provider agenci(^s; volunteers in providi-r agencies; travN. \x-r^ 
diem-a'nd education chsts fur providiM- agency |HMsnnu^*l in short:term trairiing: and 
irannng cofitracts with nun pM'tit provider agencies 

Ia'X me iMu.strate wfiat irainnu: tit vuluntci-rs, lof exampUK would achieve In New 
Jersey, the Hoys (1uh of Trenton was tht^ first nrgam/ation la provide lU) after 



school jiay care program. This soon s^eadto five other New Jersey inner city 

* ghettos served by Boys Clubfe. These Clubs expanded prtWams beyond the core Title 
XX after school day care, and developed the expertise to ^ili^je CETA employee for 
additional staffing. In Jersey City the program enjoys^oluhteer support from people 
in the business community who act as big brothers or big sisters, and function as 
homework helpers «nd to lift horizons in' vocational aspirations. Each of these 
■agencies have opened their facilities? to other groups such as senior citi;cens, so that 
the facilities now used around the clock, from 9 a.m. to 10 p.m. At each of these 
stages, volunteers and prof^ional staff would have benefitted from training. On 

. the other hand-, these Boys 'Clubs hav^ gained invaluable expertise to pass on to 
other, individuals! * ^ 

Volunteers in.. member agencies serve in capacities such as home companions, 
prenatal care educators, paralegals advising battered womerf of their legal rights, 
ambulance dis|>atchers, tutors in ghetto schools. They need training; they need 

• adequate Supervision. We ihei-efore urge that Title XX training funding should 
allow contracts with non-profit agencies, and. include short-term training expenses 
and training of staiT and volunteers serving in all capacities in provider agencies. 

•Finally, we favor the provision of H.R. 2724 allowing states to use Title XX funds^ 
for emergency shelter for adults npd permanently extending provisions relating to 
<:ert^ain social services for alcoholioj and drug addicts. And we favor adoption of a 
requirement that states which make provision for homemaker-home health aide 
Si*rvi^.'es to ^adults, children and families i5nder Title XX establish or designate a 
state\agency to be responsible for establishing and monitoring standards for such 
, services which are in accord with recommended standards of national organizations 
concerned "wiih standards for such services. This is a development envi&iged by the 
Medica'id'M^Kiicare Anti-Fraud and Abuse Amendments of 1977. ' 

■ ■ . ^ 

Thk Natuwval Asskmbi.y of National Voluntary Health and S<k;ial Wklj-'ark 
ORaANizAnoNS, Inc.— TmJ-: XX Task Force Rkcommkndations ht)R Titlk XX 
Legislation 

' > * • ■ 

* \ Adopted i\i the IXH:cmber 11, 1978 Meeting 

ThoT following nxommendations have been approved by the meriiber agencies 
listed below: * , 

1. The Fiscal Year U)79".Title XX allotment to the states, mcreased to $2.9 billion 
by Public Law D^-BUO, should he made a permanent minimum. 

2. The Title XX allotment to the ,stai#s for fiscal year IB^O s^ould^ no less than 
$;M biilion and in future years should reflect increa.'^^s ]ft\ the Cost of living. 

There .should Be siiparate Title XX allotments, outside^ the ceiling for the states, 
for Puerto Rk'o. Cuam and the Virgin Islands. 

4. There should be a requirement that stiUt>t> give public notice of intent to consult 
, with l(x:al ek^i^ttxi officials, and other public and private organ l/^itions, includimg 
voluntary, iioh-proiit agencies, and provide them -with an opfK)rtunity to present 
t^KMr views prior to pjublicatiun of the profK)sed Title XX p]an;'the principal views of 
such individuals and organizations to Ix^ summarized in the propoj^ Title XX plan. 

r>. The states should be providtxi the option to establish either a one-year or two- 
year Title'XX program p<.^rit)d If a state opts for a two-year program |X?riod, it must 
provide a 4r)^ii\y comment period prior to the bt^ginning of the seeond year. 

(i. The,states should be providtxi an option to estabHsh their Title 'XX plans in 
iUTOrdn nee with the Hs^'al year which appHLt^s to^the counties in a state. ♦ ^ . 

7. There should In* n requirement* that states publisK within a period ot^up to ISO 
days after the program year an annual scnvices program report which describt^s the 
extent to wlj^ i\u) si'rvices program of the state was carritxi out during that year 
in accordar><nj^it^ the services program plan (CASP) and the extent to which the 
goals and object ivi\s of the plan hrive b£»i»n achievcxi. fc, ■ 

.S, The. states should be required to maintain the agi^regate expenditures of state 
and l(K:al funds of the highest ex[KMiditun» fiscal year, rather than fiscal year 1!^?;^ 
or 1974 as is required by present law. * 

<): Any unuseti portion of the Title XX aUotment to the .states should lx» allowcni to 
■ be carried over for usi* in tlie next flscfil" ye^trr^subject to approval by the i>ecretary 
of HEW ' ' )^ . 

la. The Title XX program should allow non-profit provider agencil^ to donate Ihe 
l!;') pi's;cent non- federal share dtrertly to the state; such "up front" donation, like 
that of public agencies, to hv in kitui as well as cash. 

11. The Title XX progran) should allow states to use Title XX funds for emergen- 
cy shelter, for fiot in excess of HO dayS; in any six-month pn'rimi, provicicni as a 

... - > ■ ■ 
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protective service to an adult in danger of physical or mental injury, neglect, 
majtreatment or exploitation. ^ i 

12. There should be a requirement that states which make pix)vision f}ijy^me- 
maker^home health aide services td adult*, children and famili^ under the TiUe JDi 
program establish or designate a stat« agency which shall be responsible for estab- 
Jishing and monitoring standards for such ^jervices which are in accord with recom- 
mended standards of national organizations concerned witlx standards for such 
services. 

13. There should be a permanent provision allowing Title XX funds to be used for 
certain social services provided to alcoholics and drug addicts, 

14. *htie XX training funding should allow contracts with non-pix)fit agencies, and 
jlhclude short'term training expenses and trainijng of staff and volunteers serving in 

all capacities in provider agencies. 

Member agencies: AFti-CIO, Department of Community Services; American Coun- 
cil For Natibnalitic^ Service; Boys' Clubs of America; Child Welfare League of 
America; Council of Jewish Federations, Inc.; Family Service Association of Amer- 
ica; Girl Scouts of the U.S.A.; Girls Clubs of America, Inc.; National Council fbr 
Homemaker-Home Health Aide -^rvices;' National Council of Jewish Women; 
United Neighborhood Centers of America; and Y,W.C.A, of the Uj^.A., National 
Board. 
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' UNITCD WAY OF AMERICA 

1. The Fisca'l Year 1979 Title XX allotment to^the states, increased to $2.9 billion 
by Public Law 95-600, should be made a permanent minimum. 

a. There should be separate Title XX allotments, outside the Ceiling for the stat£«» 
for I\ierlo Rico, Guam and the Virgin Islands. 

4. There should be a requirement that states give public notice of intent to consult 
with local elected officials, and other public and private organizations, including 
voluntary, non-profit agencies, and provide them with an opportunity to present 
their views prior to publication of the proposed Title XX plan; the principal views of 
such individuals and organizations to be summarized in the profK>sed Title XX plan. 

5. The states should be provided the option to establish either a one-year or two- 
yearfTltle XX program pt^riod. If a state ppts^ibr a twd-year program period, it must 
provide a 45Kiay comment period prior xJ the beginning of the second year. 

6- The states should be previded an Ajption to establish their TitiC XX plans ih 
accordance with the fiscal year which implies to the counties in a state. \ 

7. There should be a requirement that states publish withur^ period of up to 180 
days after the program year an annual services program n?fX5rfccwrl\ich describes the 
extent to which the services program of the state was cajried out during Uiat year 
in accordance with the services program plan (CASP) and the extent to^hich the 
goalg and objectives of the plan have been achieved. 

9. Any unused portion of the Title XX allotment to the states should be allowed to 
be carried over for use in the next fiscal year, subject -to approval by the Secretary 

of HEW. , : ^ ^ 

10. The Title XX program should allow non-pront provider agencies to donate the 
25 jprcent non-federal share directly to the state; such ''up front" donation, like 
thafof public agencies, to be in-kind. as well as cash. 

The Title XX program should allow states to use. Title XX funds for emergen- 
cy shelter, for not in excess ol* days in any six-month period, provided as a 
protective service to an adult in danger of physical or m^al injury, neglect 
maltreatment or ^exploitation. ^ , . ^ , 

12. There should a requirement that statt^s which make provision for n(«ne- 
maker-home health aide st^rvices to adults, children and families under the Title XX 
program t»st<Hblish or designate a sUite agency which Hhall be responsible for estab- 
lishing and monitoring standards for such services which are in accord with recom- 
mendtni standards of. national or^anl/iitions concerned with standards for such 

services. ' . r^. , ^r^r r. ■ i . t t i- 

18. There should he a permanent proviyion allowing Title XX funds to l>e us4^d for 
llbert^iin scK-ial services provided to alcoholics and drug addicts. 

14. Title XX training funding should allow contracts with non-profit agencies, and 

include short4erm training expenses and training of sU\ff and voluntiK>rs sfTving in 

all capacities in provider agencies. 

A5;S<K.1.'\'tK)N of -HINfOR l.KAC.UF-lsS 

4 There should bo a requirement that stat<»s give public notice of intent to consult 
with local eleettN^ officials, and other l)uhlic and private organiziitions, includmg 
voluntary, non-profit agencies, and provide them with an opportunity to present 
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their views prior to publication of the proposed Title XX pian; the principal views of 
such individuals and organizations to be summad^ed in the proposed Title XX plan. 

10. The Title XX pn^ram should allow non-profit provider agencies to donate the 
25% non-federal share directly to the state; such "up front" donation, like that of 
. public agencies, to be in-kind as well as casli, 
* 14. Title XX training funding should allow contracts with non-profit agencies, and 
/ include short-term training expenses and training of §taff and volunteers servin^g in 
' all capacities in provider agencies. . * 

Mr, CoRMAN. Thank you. 

Mr. Rangel? ' . ' 

Mr. Rangel. I just want to thank the witness for her testimony. 
Mr. Gorman. Mr. Rousselot? 
Mr. Rousselot. Thank you for your testimony. 
- How did you get all of these organizations to agree on the state- 
ment you made? 

Ms. Grajower. You will see that certain things are not included, 
such as earmarking for day care as Mr. L<me testified, to about 
. some controversy, ^ 

Mr. RpussELOT. Did you ideally get a consensus? 

MS.'TTrajo^er, Yes. One of our agencies is only supporting three 
points. * 

Mr: RoussEix)T. It is good to get even that fnuch consensus. 

rMs, Grajower. I did not read my testimony about how as a task 
force we have been working on this since last December. We have 
.1. been working very hard to achieve this kind of understanding. 
3^' Mr. Rousselot. We could certainly use you in the Congress. 

Mr. Gorman. We are going to be marking this bijl^ up x^^^ 
Wednesday. You may want to sit with us and see if ypu could hdlp 
us get a consensus. • 

Thank you very much. , / 

Mrs, Grajower. Thank you, 

Mr. Gorman. Our next witness is Garol Lubin/executive director 
of the New York State -Association of Settlement liouses. 
Mrs. Lubin, we are pleased to welcome you. 

STATEMENT OF CAROL R, LUBIN/EXECUTIVE I)IHECT1)R, NEW 
YORK STATE ASSOCIATION OF SETTLEMENT HOUSES AND 
NEIGHBORHOOD CENTERS, INC., AND ON BEHALF OF UNITED 
NEIGHBOKHOOD CENTERS OF AMERICA, INC ^ 

Mrs. LuBiN. I have submitted in writing a rather long statement 
which if it is in the record I shall depart from and simply confine 
my remarks to those areas which have not been, I think, sufficient- 
ly touched on by other speakers* , 

Mr. CoRMAiN. We appreciate that and your entire. statement will 
be inserted in the record and you mayproceed. 
[The prepared statement follows:]^ 

STATEm:ivrr OF Cakoi. R. Lubin, KxKt:uTivK Dikkctok, Nkw York Statk A88<K^tATi<>N 
- OF Si-rrri.KMRNT HousFi> and Nkichborhood Ckntkjus, Inc^, and on Bkhalk ok 
United N^nGHBORHOon CKiffffR.^ of America, Inc. 

Mr, Chairman and membt^rs of the SubconiniittttN I am pleastni to bo authc;rize<i 
and enabled to present to you ihir views of the voluntary iigencies I represent with 
X fe«pcct to ihe Social Services, i\FIX: and Foster Care and Child Welfare Service 
Xrogranis that are undertaken in coniR*quence of the appropriate Titles of the S<Kial 
Seburity Act. I am inciudini^ in my testimony discussion of some of the bills that are 
currently l)efore you and some of the regulations that have been issutxl or proposed 
by the' Administration for the ojK^ralion of these programs. 
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Mv naino is Carol K. Luhin and 1 am tho Kxecutivf Director of the New York 
State Association df St>ttU>nu-nt Housi-s and Ntnghborhood ptAers, Inc. I am provid- 
inK this testimony Ix.th on behalf of the Now York State Association and on U-half 
of the United NeiKhlx)rhood CenttVs of America Inc ({ormcriy known as the . 
National Federation of Si-ttk'tuent Houses and Neighborhood Centetj Inc.). 1 he 
New York State A^^^^ociation of S*.«tt!ement.s comprist>s 1 2 settlement houses and 
neiMhJrhtKxi centers located throughout N^>w York State. Of these. .^0 are ^pi the 
Citv of New York. All of the settlement houses Provide stKial .si'rvices relating 
"some a.siH'cts of Title XX, many of which are futKlexl under litle XX In add. .on 
aliost all of tlu. .st-ttlenient-s are involved in child weltare. prevention of child 
ahu.se, vouth programs, programs for the elderly and day care programs that ate . 
funded either through the Social StH'urily Act or under grant., from New York State 

"'m"unUt-irNeighb<)rhixKi Centers^ of America, Inc.. is a federation of ^W) acci-edit- ' 
.xi sett en ent hoiLs and „t,.ighb*,rhood aniten. i" SO eitu-s and^ in .U) .tates of the 
UnHed State., of America. The scK-.ai st.-rvice.s providtnl hy the individual settlement's 
ou side oi- New York State are approximately equivalent to th9«fc in New York 
State, and almost all of the amiiated agencies.,provide one or more ot the services 

■ o; W,a'ff S'^he New^York State .Uscx:iation, I Work dir.-c-tly with the settlement, 
in New York State and 1 participate m numerohs coalitions of voluntary age^ncics 
round th*- State which are concerned with -the is^sues th.-.t are the objtHrt of this . 
eannir Fin iUv I lepresent the national settlement system o* a .si-ries of national 
".ri i^is ,S in pa,- icular. I am a niemlK-r of the- Title XX Ta.sk Force «-t up by 
Uu Nat.cu.aT Ass^ of National Voluntary Health and Sexual .Welfare 0.g|m«t- 

" The testimony that I am presenting is based UfKm the day to-day experience olHhe 
settleri ents Ue - the past ten years, and the conclusions reachwl on niany of these 
tlsues in the d..s.Hiss,ons of the State and Natjonal Coal.t.ons and lask lorCes, 

1 shall iH-gin niv testimony bv discussing the U)lls In-fore the SulK-ommitttH.. that 
prU,^ to amend THle XX and uuhcate some of the additional are.us Suhich we 
believe should iw iiuladed m whatever hill is finally adopted. ' ■ , . w 

K n >l submitted hV t'ongressnian Cofman, comes close^ to meeting recon^ 
n,end .tio,rs for changes' in U>gisiation that have l)een agretnl upon hy our Ttspt-ctivc 
orgami^^^^^ Nat^nal and State Ih-wever, even this*b,!l dues not'fuhy m.vt 

"w:r^r;;fsSurt the prufH,sals tor mcreas.ng the funds set ^orth m Sect^ 
• ■'UO-J,aH'jHA. in H.H but we would prefer to see the sum lor f, seal > ^'-^r 9S 0 

raised from A 1 bilHon to :i billion as prc^p<)se(im( oug.essman 

, We underst.-mdahat the lower f.gurf. wa.s^ded to ensure ^■">»<"';" f ^^'f* 
the Hudiet Ho..-!uti;.n for 1!)S0, but we hoiK' that a change can 1h- made in the 
dget Resolution rnther than in the hdl We are dehghted to s..- that both ot hes- 
ill, H crt-a,M. the amount over that ,.nn..se<i ,n c-urrent leg,sl.-.t .on 

St.-.rks bill as well .s m the Ad.mn ,st rat ion p,-otH,si.ls We alM ^ W J'' 
■ K,sal in the ( orman h.ll'to t.e the ..mount on or aite.- Si-ptemlH' .id, If'^l-"' ^ 
. -^1 're , u,n ...crease basc'd on ^-xpected increases in the cost ol hv.ng. We ig e 
tha 1 e f g are of 107 petc.r.tu,ii^s probably, a fnir level fo.' lO^ and a.ss.i.ne.tha t 
U,; ,v!,se .0 th.- cost of l.ving or u.Hai'i.^n by (bat t.me should h.gber than the 
107 o.Tccntum that the li'gisl.ition cnuld be amended at that fK). lit , 

' V ais!: ""^c..;;.;!- the inclus..n sp..c.ilc dollar amounts f'" . ^--l 
t-nn<\nu' In,- t.Tntnnal iiinsd.ctions, ,t our interpretation .s CO.TCct. VS e a.s,sU,,u t ial 
. rd , an.-ns arc- ..-'utside of the. ce.la.g We would also hke ^T .'V u ch 
u -r.t alnn,. th.' Hnes of that containeH^n Mr (in.en s bill. H.H, ^l'"''- ^Inch 
* , I (u - .■.lloeafio.1 of huids and pn.vuios for n- allorat.e,, ot unused hinds 

l';,,,, Sta.V-U) ..ululhcr. We .ecog-uxe th.,t ihero rnav be httle ..vadabi,. ..s 

,,u-... i-.i.c ...imbers of >t«i!e have used tlieir lulj al UH.ir.ops. . 

WV P!H h • !" appealing m the Cnrnian bdl fo,- ,H;nnanunt «<';"^;';; 

,- .1 . \i . ,„ ,t,nn r.,r ciiild^da% care scrsSces We bop<- th.tt oiu ititerpivtat ion 

; :;:;:!.; t .^ ^^^-^.^^^^.r^ n;iH--op the bas,s of i.«) pe,-ce,„u,n 

fun , « to provide an .ncont.ve lor both the provision yt Higher <,uai 1> 

• t ; re and im providers of , lav care to employ weiia.e rf^ipients^ We would l.ke. 

•'^;;;:;\-b:;i;;::thrth::r^^^^^ 
;^;nti:s:^'^;^;:n^ 



•provision «f day care si^rvkes. XWm hius n.»3ulted; we -find, irr tht? use of these fundi* 
for adnjinistrative purposing at the state or local, level or has permitted the state , to 
retiun the funds for th^» staff of their own administration and supervision of day 
cure operations. We believe that the concept of use of the funds for improvement of . 
the quality and eVilargement of day care should bo required in the^iaw, 
^ Second, we b(?ii^ve that the law should spt»cify not only that-the funds are to K« to 
, a "qualified provider of day care i^'rvices/' f)Ut should bo used to insure that any 
welfare reoipient being employed to provide day care rtwives adequate training to 
become a qualified em;Jioyt»e. Without this training, ex5>erience indicates that un* \ 
djualifiod welfare r4.H:ipients -may be used and may4>e a.hiV/ard to the well Unng of. 
the chijdren. We'shall deal with the training provisions of Title XX separately since 
they are nqt dealt, with, in any of the bills befpro^us. I would Oniy add hcTe that t 
'puld'hopc* tl^hi tramijig of welfare recipients to make them qualifleii for.employ- 
cnt should bt^'Turided either under, th^ training funds that arc* outride 'the ceiling 
thrcui^i us^^'bfCET A training fuK*ds. , . ' 

We strongly Support thC? addition of the new sub s4*ction after Si*otion <^(H)'4 ri.»quir- 
ing consultation with the chief vkvted- officials of the political sub-dLvisiqns of the 
.State in the devolapment of the plan> aivd- the Vi^quirement tliat eac^h of these 
officiais.have a reasoi^able opportunity to presiwt their vk^d prior to ^ublicitior]^. 
However, we urge that this provision be enlarged to require that states give notice 
of their intent to consult not only wjth io^'ally cliH'ted otricials, but with oth(»r public 
and private ,orgaru^af ions, including voKintary nC)n-profit«'age;icies siich as ours^ and 
that the. views of these organizi^tions as well as th6s© of the locally ekx:ted ofTiciais 
^should i>e sumnianV.t>d »in e^ich proposed Title XX State Plan^ ^ ■ ^ 

We strongly silpfx^rt f^e'provision?i^ig the C*^rman bill whWK would give states the . 
option of establishing the state s Sv^'i^'^' prognm iU itw ^ginning of -the states 
fiscal year and. if def^iuni, extending the progranv ^)eriod|'for two fisCjU yvi\pi\ We 
iifso sup|X)rt the riHiuirenicnt i^iat a tvN\?-y^ir comprehensjve service program plan is ■ 
only acceptable if provision ;s iltade for lAiditional public cbmment on the plan at 
least \h days iinnuHiiiitely pnviK'ding the|bi'grnning of the si^cond year. The develop- 
nienf nf a "two year pLan'shoifi^id ^KTUiit nKVre^'fTiH:tlv^ provision of s<rry ices unde> 
Title XX., We Wlieve for riuOcitiiunr^'ffcxtfveness tha| this slu^ujcf 1h' relattni to 
another change pi?rmitting fgn^ls that were laot sptmt or ade<;nately committ<»d 
during the first year io in* carritnl over int<) the ^^'cond year.'^Such a carryover would 
obviati' the freqik'nt. |)ractice of h;*st,^ exfX'ntiiture of fund^ at thtHi-loSi* of the year 
in Urdcv not to tose them. * , , ^ ' ' . * ^ ^ , , - 

We also urH<* that a rei|vnrenient be iiicUXdj^i that state^^ publish .within a {HM'iod 
of 1^1 |f to days' lifter thu conclusion of- tM* progriwn y^^ar an Annh«\i S<ij-vice 
Frugran) Kep<jrt 'wfiich desc!nlH*s tlie extent fo which tfie StrfitT; j^ervjce program was 
carrjied Oiit du^it^K that year, iri V'oniorrnity vvith the'staten s^rvicos'fl^ognun 4)lan, 
andjthe extent to wliifh the goals, and Objectives of tlye pl^oi have iH-ea^^Jiieved. 
M;i)|iy* i)f u^ who hgve ser-ved iState* Advisor^- (:on]mii;tl'es or worked wth the 
StalV and Ux:i\\ (inicials adminlsf eri^^^g'-tlie State' Ph^n ha\*e Umnd that the lack oi'\) 
uifortnaHon concerLung actyal e.KfxMuiit un^?^ .i^"d services ^re!uiered "hav(^ niack* the 
monitorirr^: and planning i/r(K^j?sses un^eali^7tu^ • ' ' . ' . ' 

We a*lso suO|X)rt the new jt'cjvisinn in 'the Corman bilj-'i;elating to omergeiu'y. 
shelter. 'rhis <)|:x'n-VruitHi [>rovision .s^'crns fo us better than tlie provision intnxiuceti 
'bv. (^'ongri's.sman Mifler iH.H. 1711 1 wluch iiiyits the aniount that fiiay bv paid In 

one sj^elter t(u- thes<* purp{»ses to :j^2r>,fH)i) In any llscA! year. In caKC of a disaster,' , 
this figure might 1h' ntadegiKftj^J jowever. we would like to see-added to the Corman- 
provision tin* ck'ar s|H'ciilcaMon In Mr. Miik^'s hill that f fiere would-be no iucotne 
eI^gihill,^y recjii^'i'nu'rUs /n cases (>f' eTni'igeriftrTshi'H , ' ' 

VV<- also' svelf(?me Ww provisions u\ the (.'urnKin bill for t ne pei;uVafie|it extension oi , 
.services to aU;oholics an(i|<irug aciciic'ts, . ' . ^ 

In a^idilujo l4> the alHJve fjrovh^iuns concerning Title XX. We support ii.K. 
introduced by Congressman Weiss i)f New ^'ork t(\ assist the Hemst i^ut ipnah/at lofi 
of jiH'fsons in'mental institutions by the fjrov'Ssion oj^'^red^rai funciinu at a iHf ^>era'nt 
federal r\\v for "community briscMi. home baseii care, or^otlter !orn)S of less intensive 
cmv and by pfqviding for ajternative liaising, sbeityred, employau'fjt and reiate<i 
• iterns '* We'note thai rlnslunendnientJo^l^Hie XX is part of a thrin-part program, 
fhe balaru-e of which .deaLs .with Titles' XiX' and XVh 'w'hich we iilso sup|>ort. 

Hehrk*d"to ^mt earhc^' Uiscusiyon of tlu; employment of ci«.iy cai'i* workers, 'we 
^jupport the i(ief)tical fWils intr(Hit?ced by (\mgressman C^rad^Si)^ fji R. 2iM) and ^. 
.S'n.ntor Long iS Lio?) providing-aii inccntiv(> t^>. en^pkwers to provide worl/for public 
assistance recifnents on^ ;^ p>!l*t as well as full time basis We i^'lieve /he sriKiller 
part-tinlu Incentive^ figure mQI be. f)iirtlcu^nriy hefpful in^ <provKll^iy Uxi' substitut.e. 
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workers in day cart^. This is a noed that Ims been serioU&ly felt ever since the 
various cuts that hav^ takep place. . ^ 

Finally, with -respect to. Title XX funding, we urge thdt^an amendment be made in 
the act to make it possible for non-profit provider agencies to donate the 25 percent 
non-federal share directly to the State without having to resort to the third-party 
subterfuge now required. We also urge that it should be potiwible for non-profit 
provider agencies to make this "up front" donation in kind as well as in. cash. 

We hope that the Sul|pommittpc. when analyzing the various bills and proposials 
dealing with Title XX, will take into consideration the mahy specific proposals that 
we have^ outlined above. We believe that they are justified by experience with Title 
XX and urge their approval, , - . . . . 

^ ^ H TITLE XX TRAINING PHOClRAM . \ v 

None of the current bilLs dealing with Title XX refer to the special training funds 
that have been jmade available outside of the Title XX ceiling and 43ased,on open- 
ended appropriations/ it will be recalled that last year Congressmen Gorman and 
Brodhfc^ had submitted a bill which*in^luded provisions dealing with the training 
program. We understood that, arthat time, these provision^ were withdrawn follow- 
ing correspondejice of June 197Jj, with HEW in which a promise was' made that 
new training regulations which would be issued not latA- than October 1978. Many 
of the provisions in the existing iar forrjier regiiiations were strongly objected to by 
voluntary agencies and, in particular,^by agencies such as settlement houses which 
experience the need for training and have a long track record in providing such 
training when funding was available. We have expressed our views on these issu^ 
on numerous occasions— both federal and State— when the training regulations or 
Title XX plans were up for hearing at Uhe . Federal, Regional and State 'level. 
Althopgh sympathetic comments were made, at no time did we obtain satisfactory 
changes in the regulations, and we were. 'therefore, pleased last year to se^ ^he 
Cbrman bill. 

We*were also privileged to 'see the draft n*guiations that had been prepared by 
HEW in a*ccordance with the agreement and found that they meet'ouf needs' 
appi^ximately ^yO percent. We. therefore, agiiin urged HEW to broadefi their scope, 
but obtained no,ri»sponse from HEW. We wei^e also discouraged to learn that these 
regulations, even in ho far iis they went hivd bt^v) held up initialiy in OMB and later 
in the Office of" the Secretary. We currently have^o information as to their future. 
C^)nsequently, we urge further legislation with respect to Title XX training thiii 
would; \ ' . ^ 

* A, Broaden the type of inst<itution that would be permitted to contract for train- 
ing funds to include non-profit agencit^ which are not mH:ess;u'iiy Accredited educa- 
ti(mal institutiorts, but whic^ havt'^ a >alisfactofy rt^cord in the field of training. 

B, Enlarge the definition oi fx^rsons tltat may trained to include volunteers in 
n()n-nK)nt agt^ncies k"urrently only volunteers in public agencies are cover<»d) and 
board membe*rf?hip 

C. Include within the list of staff of provider agencies who may U» traimni, tlios^* 
cWaling with the administration (iiicludin^^ fiscal administration) of provider agen- 
cies so as to permit increasixl accountability. ' 

I). Extend the -sco^h? of the subject matter on which ^K*rsof^s niaylx? trained to 
inrludi* administrative, su|)i^rvis{)ry and flsral i.ssm^ 

E, iVrmit sti^K^nds and travel t^xpens<*s to bt» permitted for pt*rs6ns being trained, 
whetht*r they corne from public or non-profit organizations* and whether the training 
is on the kisis of short qr lon^^ term At the pres^'nt time, such stIpiMuls are not 
authoriztni and substitutes cannot paid for. It is. tht'refore, very difficult to 
provide paynietits^ to lower paid staff wlio new] training and caruiot aHord the extra 
ex|H.mditure Purchasi^ pf Si^rvico contracts in m<XKt programs do not cover such 
payrTUMit.s so that it ii^ frequently irnfH)ssii)ie for [KTsons most irr need of training to 
receive the training ' ^ i ' 

We iH^ieve t:hat tbe extension of the training program aiong the lines outlini^d 
alx)ve would not only hi? of assistance it) f)rov{(iers and clicmts, but' would also add to 
the accountability of the agencies and the cost effix.-tiveness of the use of Title XX 
funds, 

Finally, with respiH't to training, we \\o\n} that the Ways and Means Committt*e 
with as indicatcKi in |heir hudget discussions, keep the training progr^am ojx*n-ended- 
and not acce[)l either the Fi rut nee ( kifninittei? or the Admin ist rat ion's pro^^KS^ils lo 
"cap" the fund,s available for trauung. We strongly ur^^e that the riH|uirement of a 
25 iHTcent matc^'will remain an adetinate Hmit/ition. on the usi* of training funds 
and that where tjjis n^atch can obtiiined, there is a clear incentive Ibr'the 
provision f>f vital training to make Title XX effective 
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in AMKNDMKNTS IX) Tm£$ IV-A & B OK THK S0C:IAL SKCURTH' ACT . ' 

We sttwgjy support bpth HR 1291 ass introduced by CongrefiBman Broadhead and 
H.R, 1523 intro<Juced by Congressman Miller. Both thc^e bills contain many of thi? 
provisions that formerly* appeared in H.R. 7?00 a» adopted fay the House. 

We prefer the definition, which is a reflection of the emphasis that is found in the 
Miller biil which reads: *To provide improved assistance to children and families in 
net?d of services, to promote greater account^^bility for children in foster care, to 
promote greater peritianency for children, to facilitate the adoption of children who 
would otherwise remain in indeterminent foster placement, and to reduce the 
Wasteful expenditure of federal funds/' The cost savings in the avoidance of Jfc^ter 
cart^are evidenced in some of the provisions of the Miller bill. We are very awar^, 
as provider? ^ services, of the enormous differences in the cqats to the taxpayers 
and, indeed, to the families concerned of the higher expenditun^ involved in foster 
care. We also believe that while foster care is usually better, and indeed less 
expensive than institutional care, funds used t« provide the support services neces- 
sary to enable a child to remain in his own home Ure a far wiser and more 
satisfactory mechanism. Our settlement houses have provided this kind of support 
services for almast a century, and' we- know the effectiveness of using the fun<£s in 
the community for community based operations. ^ ^ 

There is one provision in the Miller bill which will involve d major increase in 
reimbifrsable expenditure, and we support this provision. U would permit adoption 
subsidies to be contirvued for persons from 18 years of age to 21 if they are attending 
school. This expenditure is vitally needed t»r our young people, «jpectally because it 
is the hard to adopt child who is most Hkely to cortie under this category, and it's 
need to attend school is frequently vital. Without this provision, families may b^ 
ixesitant or unable to adopt or care for such older children. 

Both bills inC/ude provisions whfch we warmly support, requiring states to mak^ 
available preventive services which include home maker services, day care, 24-hour 
crisis intervention, emergency care, technical services, emergency temporary shel- 
ter, group homes for adolescents and emergency counseling. Moreover, both bills 
amend existiog legislation to ensure compliance with child day care standards and 
nHjuirements as imposed under Title XX. All of our settlements provide one or more 
of these services and ^n>\^provide th^m all. We believe they are indispensable 
assistance to children and families in need. 

? would like to digress a moment here to comment on the provision with respect 
to child care standards. This is another area where we in the settlement movement 
have be<i>n' unhappy at many of the proposed changes by HEW and by the states 
which tend to lower licensing standards and to distmguish between sUmdards for 
publicly funded' programs and private or proprietary programs. We feel thest^ dis- 
tmctiyns are dangerous and, while we know that some of the standards and require- 
ments of the original federal inter-agency day care rc^quirements were unrealistic 
and nvvd alteration, we do not sup^xjrt many of the new profKJsals that are under 
consideration, and we .hop* that the Congress will take a further look at these, 
standards before they ar^ implemented. 

To return to the discussidn of the Miller/Brcxihead bills, we are delighted to find 
that both would change Title IV B 'from an authoriziition and appropriation 40 a 
/^^ptKriHc entitlement fixed at S2I)(> million per year. This had been the original level 
Mihat we supportLxi in H.H. 72fH), and we ho[x^ that this tirne it may be legislated. 

We also supf>ort the additional amendment (H.R. of the Downey/Range! bill 

wfiich'would add a new section to Title IV-B requiring states to develop a written 
individuahzed cas<.' plan fur each child nH:eiving foster care and to establish phoco- 
\iures for an impartial review of each case plan by an exfHTienced persons "not 
directly i?ivf»lv('t1 in the provision of s^M'vices to tht^^smily" no leSvS frt*quently then., 
once every six months. This provision and the sp^^iciitions concernmg the review 
are in agreeiTUMit with draft bills that .are now under consideration in New York 
State and which have biKu\ the result of long negotiation. \ . 
^ We also agret' with the addition which would, in fart,''*grandfather" in^more 
children who were voluntarily removed from the home of a relative prior to Febru- 
ary 1, H)79. This again is an addition w^hich will be of great- help in the fair 
administration of the Act 

In concluding mv discussioa of the current bills, 1 again wish to urge, that thest^ 
bills including theTr higher funding should take preferenci; over the administration 
proposals which, while agreeing to adoption subsidies, wou^d fend to make jess 
federal funds available than thosi* under the bill. We-bc^lieve cNldren need the 
protection that would 1h» funded in this manner. . 
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IV HKl.ATKl) S(X IAi. SKKVU'E PHOVlSIOi^fS 



In irondudmg niy U»«tifnonv. I would like to call attention to Home aro^ts directly 
related to the servia>s discus^Hcd above^- or to Title XX— but \^hlch are authorized 



under separate legislation. v . 

WtT were pleastnl, last year, at Ongreji^ional Action in establishmg or authorizing 
new programs in the aVeay of prevention oi child abusi\ prevention of teenage 
pregnancy, and pr(}Kriims to increa.se comnninity assistance and employment si^rv- 
ices foi- the aging. We have Uhmi di^ap|K)iiUed that the delay with r|;tjpec:t to 1979 
HKW appropriations pn'venttxl availability of any additional funds tor these pro- 
grams, We know from dirtK:t expi»rience the itnportance of these programs and how 
badly funding is juHniixi. We still hopt* Congress' piakes funds available —and that 
liFAV providi^s ii/r theij« expenditure. We would also ho^K? to receive "Requests for 
Pro|X)sa]s" to pabvido these s^n vices. 

Further, we are dismavt^d to si»e that no additional funds have^btHJn reciuestcd in 
the HRW budget for extending yout^i programs generally, or for runaway youth in 
particular. This is another area, where funding can provide most significant "pre^ 
ventive" sers'icus and where voluntary multi-purp<.>si» agencies, play an imporUmt 
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We also hopt* the Congre!>s. this, year, will enact legislation to help prevent 
domestic violence, and that {undi^ will be made available to Unplement appropriate 

progra^ni> ^ u 

Finally, we are on record in support of the new child can* bill (S. 4 in the henate) 
and horx^ to hav^ an opFxirtunity to testify with rcspt.H.'t to some changes that might 
appropriately bi^ made when its financing is con^^idertni in the Hou.se. 

Thank you, TWr. Chairman, and meniln^rs of th*^ tJorhmitttHN for giving me this 
optH>rtunitv to express the views of tlie si^ttlement house movement on the numer- 
ous issues 'vou are considering?. I believe I can speak for the t>oards, staff and even 
more SignrfV^'mtly for their extensive locally-bastHJ clientele m supiwrting your 

concerns. , * , - ■ *i i 

We repres^mt primarily, iow-income individuals set^kmg to mamtain themsi'lves in 
dignity, who can and do b^Miefit from the many programs you have under considera- 
tioii. 

Mrs. LuBiN, First I should like to state, I am one of the signatory 
c^igencies to the statement made by the previous spi^aker and, there- 
tore, support the testimony given by Ms, Grajower. I am, therefore, 
not 'g#ing to rep<^at any of the things that she said. I should add 
that 'this consensus was arrived at after a great deal of lengthy 
discussion, and' lengthy consideration by the individual agencies. 
■ I tfunk that I am unic{ue ,hfc^>re in that I am probably the only 
person who is speaking directly for provider agencies. -Our national 
federation represents IWA) settlements throughout the Nation an^ 
in New York i^ate we have 111 settlements- what I am ialknig to is 
not the organization or the fx^litics of what happens b^j^ the way in 
which ^pettleinents have provided or have used and been ust^d in 
respect' not only to title XX, but also title IV (a) and (b) since we 
provt'de services under all of these titles. 

I vwuld like to'exphuti that, as Mr. Rahgel knows very welL-Kul 
our .Settlements arc in th(^ hardcore^ areas and are servmg the 
clients who niu>d the kind of services and the kinds of things that 
tins legislation was designed to provide. « ^ 

a IS tVurn this 4)oinL of view that 1 am very happy to answ^^r any 
questions because we do havc^ the experience of what happens with 
the clients and why some things work and why some things do not 

^^^We we!cf)med title XX when it. was fin^t enacted and- we still 
support it, but we feel that there are really some very substantia! 
changes tieeded. We welcoine your bill. We, also, would lather have 
the higher limits rather th^^n the lower limits. We knowthe politi- 
cal reality, but we f<H^l that the funds that do. come down to the 
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local agencies are very well used in most instances. Obviously it is 
not tn ail cases. . 

.1 think also as the representive of agencies at the local level, and 
of private nonprofit agencies who are providing services, thiat we 
have basically been frustrated more by State and local regulations 
than Ijy. Federal regulations— except with respect to £raining which 
I want to discuss in mWe detail. 

We are a little bothered by the limit of a 107-percent increase in 
the funds in later years, but I ai^ume tftat that could be changed if 
the cost of living goes up even faster. V/e do support the day care 
special allocations, in cotitrasl to what wa:s^said by a few others, 
because we feel that this is one of the' services which is most 
needed not only from the point of view of 'a mother who needs, 
employment, but that there has been t6a much of a tendency, 
because of the shortage of funds, to forget the child in the whole 
problem and to forget the family needs. 

\ Certainly day care is a service that can aid families perhaps 
more than any other services. When we ar^ talking about foster 
care and when we are talking? about the institutionalization, day 
care is one of the tools that even if it is more expensive than some 
other services, is still a tool which is less expensive than foster care 
and terribly important to the maintenance of the family, 

i think from that point of view, that earmarking is important. 
We have found in. New York State some very severe problems 
because of the lack of clearer earmarking andnhe lack of clearer 
regulations. It hiis been too^ easy for the State' not to use the 
Mondule-Packwood funds for service but to use them in administra- 
tion. We would hope that the bill could be even more rigid in 
determining how these day care funds are be used so that they 
really reach the local providers of day care. That has not beea the 
case in many instances. . 

While I am talking on the day care iSi^e, and this relates to the 
training issue and to the whole question of the use" of funds for 
welfare recipients, we obviously applaud the idea of increasing the 
• numbers of persons working in day i^are cpnters by the incentive it 
provides, ' . ; ... 

We would hope, however, that there would be some special train- 
ing provisions included and required so that we are not in a posi-' 
tion, as we have seen done in practice, of potential abuse of chil- 
dren by having untrained welfare workers used because this was a 
cheap way of getting help in the day care centers. 

We think the same people could he used well provided tliey were 
trained'-and at the moment there are really no trainirffe funds 
that are available for this particular area. . 

Another issue which I would like to rajse is that m terms of 
consultation, we talk about a!:v)ut elected public Qonsult^ili6n, but 
we hope there would be a 'specific provision added to your bill, Mr, 
'(^hairman, that would s<xy tli^U m^nproHt organization^ would also 
be consulted on the same basis that the pu^Uc organizations are 
consultcKi. It is organi/^itions like ours which have day to^ay expe^ 
rience in operating under State and local plans wlvich, if they arc? 
not consulted in the planning phase, cannot have aidequate input 
on the allocation and use of funds. ^ . ' 
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I want ,to make clear that we do not only provide day care. The 
settlements' provide a very wide variety of services— almost all of 
the social services under title XX— so that we are concerned with 
how funds are distributed, but we also know that lesser funds, can 
be used,in some instances more in others. • r u 

To go back for one moment to my written testimony, one of the 
things we hope could be done would be to provide that not only 
could the funds carry over a 2-year period, but that accumulated 
funds coi^ld also be carried over. We have found in other programs, 
such as LEAA, that accruals have ibeen extremely useful. We 
would hoxk something could be done along thos^g^lines. 

I will skip over much of my testimony which is the same as that 
given by others. We strongly support the idea of direct donated 
funds by provider agencies. With respect to training, w^ are very 
anxious to see that provider agencies with a track record in train- 
ing—I am- not saying any provider agency— should be in apposition 
to do the training. At the present moment, even through the Sil- 
verman fund, it is necessary to go through "an accredited educa- ^ ^ 
tional institution," and that is in the law and not in the regula-/ 
tions. We hope that provision could be extended so that agencies 
which have had experience fn training could contract directly to 
obtain training funds. We know we are capable of it— we do it 
under CETA— and it under all kind of other programs, but we have 
been unable to do it under any of the title XX funds because we 
are not "an accredited educational ifistitution." | 

Along the same lines and as Grajdwer said, we very much would 
like to see a change made— and .this Was included m the bill 
withdrawn last yea^and was never adequately covered in even , 
the draft regulations that we saw, that would permit not only 
volunteers to be trained but also board members, directors, and ^ 
supervisors in agencies. They are the people very often who need 
the training; in Stages such New York where we are at the 
ceiling and where there is in addition to the Federal ceihng a State 
Qeiling as to how much money can be spent on social services; it is 
ftot possible to write into a purchase^Df-service contract adequate 
funds to train the supervisors and train 'the auditors and tram the 
bookkeepers. This can be done if they are on the staff of a public 
agency but it is the private agencies who have to prove their 
accountability and it is these agencies, these provider agencies, 
thaU ought to be enabled to do their own training or to^btam 
fui^ds to do their training. In addition to this issue, we feel CfHit the 
subject matter of training has been too limited. 

• We do not believe that there should just be training of the people 
who are directly related to the clients. If we are going to have 
accountability and cost effectiveness, not only the bookkt^pers but _ 
'the board members who have to sign the contracts need to know 
what they are. signing^ ' . C 

In several cases bfard members have withdrawn from boards ^ 
. because^hey realize that they are going to be held accountable and 
they areMiot m a position to know what is goit^g on, or to know 
what-rtiey should be looking for. So we believe that a good trammg 
program whichycoukl' be well justifibd under title XX. should aim 
vit the training of those persons who need the training to provide 
^any aspect of the provider services. 
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^ Going over to the question of title, IV (a) and (b), there is one 
provision in the MilJi^ bill t>iat we Nke better th^ the Brodhead 
bill. While they are veiy closely similar, there )is a^estion of the 
age of children. We think it is very important '^at a chfld who is 
in foster care or adoption, if he has special difficulties and if he is 
going to school, should be able to receiv^the stipend or the funds 
that go along with adoption up to the of 21, subject to his b®ing^ 
in school. That issue was well coverecrin the Miller bill defmition' 
and hope it can be included, ' ( 

We have pointed out — or I have pomted out in my ^written testi- 
rr^ny~the background of many problems that have arisen in im- 
plementing some of the requirementsaud this brings me back 
particularly to the day care requirements , > 

We feel that there is a problem at thfe moment in setting stand- 
ards which differentiate between privateNnot-for-prgfit agencies and 
between those applicable to proprietary \gencies and to publicly 
funded agencies. We think ^the idea of lowering the standards of 
the proprietary and prdfitmaking agencies Is very dangerous. It is 
currently, taking place in our ^tate and I think in many olhers. 

I would like for orfe rtioment before concluding to pick up in 
terms of the total picture some of the parallel legislation which is 
being considered at the present time and which we hope will be 
also considered in your conimittee. 

We were very disappointed last year, particularly in the iield of 
prevention of teenage pregnancy, and new programs for child 
abuse that no additional funds were appropriated. Another exam- 
ple is the community assistance atid employ n^ent services for the 
aging program where the legislation was passed but the holdup on 
the 4979 appropriations h& meant that it has not be possible to 
fund any of the new programs. We would urge that in one of your 
capacities there be more of an effort to see that funds are made 
available for these proposals which supplement and serve a vital 
need in the whole area of not only social services but preventive 
services. 

We think that -preventive services should not be defined as nar- 
rowly as they have been under title IV (a), arid (b) and that any 
extra funds that colild bfe found to ge^ these services reajly going 
would be very helpful. r 

This includes, for example, in response to the Government state- 
ment today the fact that they have limited in the budget provisions 
to last year's figure without providing foe the effect of the higher . 
cost of living and inflation-. An example is the runaway youth 
program which we have found to be extremely helpful. Such pro- 
grams are needed and private agencies cannot fcontinue to operate 
them without public funds— bec|bse the private funds are drying 
up just as much as public funds have so that it becomes increasing- 
ly difficult far agencies that carry -out these programs to obtain 
sufficient private funds to work effectively. ^ f 

1 would be very happy to answer any questions. am very 
grateful for the opportunity to submit this kind of information to 

you. \ 
. Mr. CoHMAN. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rangel. 1 was interested in the criteria your institution 
would use in showing that people were prop^^rly trained. You used 
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the word 'Volunteer/' but there is no job tenure invoived for a 
recipient with • that training. Last, when you t^lk about , pwple 
working in day care who are not property trained, I assume that 
there are certain State standards which had to met before the 
day care center could use them. 

Mrs. LuBiN. Let me start back with the first one: ; 
• There are State standards for the licensing of the teachers, and 
of the higher and there are State standards for the general physi- 
cal setup of the day care centers, for example. The welfare recipi- 
ent who is untrained would probably not b^ put Jin to. those posi- 
tions because the pay scale of $5,000 would not be adequate, ^but 
they would be used as substitutes antf they would be used in day 
care centers. We have found that they have on occasion abused 
children and there are moments in the day care ceriter wheri they 
do not know what tcf do and dp not know how to handle it. 

I think relatively simple training Should be in-house graining but 
with the reduci^i budgets for day care there is just no time at the 
momenf and no staff available to do it. That is our real rea^ for 
this and not the fact there ar^ no standards" that apply to the day 
' care center as a \jvhole. , 

Y,our other issue is on th^ criteria of how the training would be 
iponitored. 

Mr. Rangel, If you are talking about title XX moneys and your 
opposition is limited to the restriction placed on institutions of 
higher learning it is difficult to understand how you would handle 
that and consider the^number of hours and sp on. . 

Mrs. LuBiN. Such training would have to be part of a plan which' 
would define the criteria;* training funds would be under a contract 
' which would specify the nature of the training and the currxcuiumA 
It is not a question of changing the criteria— but we think not alt 
t)r it has to be in a classroom and not all of it needs to be the type 
of lectureship required tjpr accrediting. The training pla^ probably 
should be deilned in cooperation with 'an fc^iucational institution: 

The kind of training that we have done for CETA workers and 
the kind of training that we have done for senior companions 
where we give them very carefully defined programs should , be 
followed. Any plan would have to be approved and monitored 
under a State plan or a city plan or a cpunty plan- 
Mr. Kangel. My last question dealt with the use of volunteers 
for training. ^ 

Mrs^AiFiiN. Well, we do not ^mt to Use volunteers to do the 
training. We want to have volunteers trained be^cause the exi?eri- 
ence of the provider agencies is that, iu^ the first place, bo.aixis need 
training and they play a' very real part / 

Mr. Ranc^kl. I was asking about your: Gxperiemce >vith the' Icpf^ 
of time required for training. — / ; * .. ^- ' 

Mrs. LuRiN. In most instances It :is seyeKil yearb*. We are not 
thi-nking of a person who comesv in\ for. 2 . or H wi>eksV actually 
volunteers really, at least in. our agt^ncy,- and ha^^ id give a pretty 
formal commitment to stay at i^a^f through- year.' ' \ V • . 

u is not a written contract -bat * ther^» is a very clear unde>*jtand; • 
ing that they have||)- attend the regular .coursers: They u.^dnTly 
worked for (i nionths'or. maybe -a year or .morp.beforelttey be^^ 
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aN^itable for training. It would not be just the casual man who 
walked in from the street. , 

\ Mr. Rousi»j?:LOT. Mrs. Lubin, you mentioned at one point and I am 
not sure how we can do anything about it but maybe we can with 
legislation and with/timendments, that the nonprofit organizations 
were (lot being consulted by the State agencies or what? 

Mrs. Lubin-. They are in New York, and in New York at least, I 
have no ground for objection! We have a very good i^^Iationship 
both with the State and the New York City planners. But upstate 
in New York we find that the counties do not bring the agencies in 
the same way. lu many States they are hot consulted at all and my 
suggestio>n is that where you have in the 'amendment that is pro- 
posed that the State must consult with local elected officials, that 
this provision should be extended by the addition of the phrase 
*'ahd appropriate voluntary organiz^itions." 

' In actual tact in New York C^ity, we have a title XX committee 
.thLft meets with the local agency and with ihQ State agency on a 
very. regular. basis through'their advisory committees. a 
But 1 know that that has not been the case in a great man^ 
other States. We have seen the extent to wh^^h our views were 
sometimes accepted in New York. At this poini/we have bt^ni doin|j 
it on : a voluntary \n^i^ buf^l know, as a representative of our 
national organisation, that has not been the case in a great many. 
Stales ima iha\ is why I would like to see it be required. 

Mr. RoussKi.iri'e Would you wigli, to comment on the suggestion 
that UH*re sho\ild\)c means test for adoptive parents' eligibility for 
^ the adoptive si^l)siay? . — ^ 

! • Mrs. i:tfFit^..I have no objection to the income test for the ado[>- 
tive parents in' sionie respectiS, but I think that there should not be 
jnaome te^>ti» for the hard to .place children because I think their 
probk^ms/ the })rob[ems where th^re are. childrcm who are facing* 
nventai and mediciU issues, are /^)ing to be even hard to met h^K^^ 

, middle-income, faiiiily X^c)^vv^i^ls to do it but is afraid^kfiiki^^») 
. wh^it mav hi' an overwheui^ing res 




lag responsibility latc^r. 
SfvUnVt I would think that thc^re should bv no inron^m^^^Biihe 

adoptive parents^ of the hard to place, but I think thiffiU^finer^, 
the rniddU^ncoine partuits who are frying to adopt upi hard' to 
pjace chiidirffi, ;t [u\V would not ask for subsidy. 

f<Av. Rot^ssVi.cvr. But the biggest prabtcm is with i\\v hard to place 

Mrs. I..r,Bl'N,. 11ial is why f^Hifik that t hi^riv sliould dc^finitely 
noi nh income test, and that-tlie harci to phice child should carry 
\Uv iidoption^suiisidy ' wiOi liini iiTesfX^ctivc* of tlie irunnne it)f tiie 
family. ' . , ^ ' ' .. t ■ 

l Ahiiik that will be th(* basic way we can break through the 
institiif ionali/ation anci rnak^* ad6ption a fairer thing ^han foster 
care, l-his ^'ould be fur th(» good of or Icvid to much more 
deinstitHtiomiii/ation. I , n 

Mr. R<H'SSKi-()T/rhank you. ^ ' * . 

Mr. (^)KMAN. Thank you v(»ry nnicii. ^ ^ ' , 

Our final vvitiu\s?^v^ Ha/r iivt IVliller, a n\efnber of tlu^ boarcl of 
directors ot^'tl)i' National'' I'ouncil for llomcMnaker Hofiie Hei^ith 
Aide'Servic(\s. Wr a[)pri*ciate you?' [latience. 
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STATEMENT OF HARKIKT MILLER. ^.MBER. BOARD OF DIREC- 
TORS. NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR HOMEMAKEIi^HOME HEALTH 
AIDE SERVICES, INC.. ACCOMPANIED BY EMILY LAYZER. 
STAFF ASSOCIATE FOR SOCIAL POtJCY AND LEGISLATION 
•' Mrs. MnxER. I will say that the national council is a member of 
the National Assembly title XX Task Force and we are pleased to 
be one of the ones that was able to arrive at the consensus. . 

I am accompanied by Emily Layzer. staff associate for social 
policy ,and legislation. The council is a national, nonprofit -SOKcH.") 
■membership"%rganiz4ition, with offices at 67 Irving Place, New 
York, N.Y. The natiojial council's goal is availability of quality 
homemaker-home health aide services in all sections of the Nation 
to help individuals and families in all economic brackets when 
th^re are disruptions due to illness, disability, social, and other 
problems, or where there is need to help enhance the quality of 
daily life. • . 

MEMHERSHIF . 

The national council iS comprised of 597 dues-paying fnembei-fi, of 
which 260 are agencies providing homemaker-home aide services in 
45 States and in several Canadian Provinces; 46 organizations and 
'^91 are individuals 1978 yearend figures. Programs from all aus- 
pices— voluntary nonprofit, public and proprietary— are iijcluded m 
the coutrcil's mfmlx-rship. Written and visual materials, confer- 
ence, and other* services are available to and used by many organi- 
zations, including nonmember agencies providing homemaker-home 
I health aide services in \he .United States and Canada. 

BACKC.HOIJNI) iiNFORMATlON 

The delivery of home-based services has increased dramafic^dly ■ 
%vithin the .last several years. From Vm to 197(5, the number of 
agencies pj-oviding hontt-maker-home health aide services grew 
froth IJOO to over <i.5()();. our most recent survey indicates that by 
liiTS. over 5,(H)() such programs vyt-re in existence. In 1-^'' ^'v "^er 1 
million wdividua-ls were receiviiTjiin-home set-vices under title XX 
programsTV'^^^ ^"tai exponditurS ajnouMtmg tp greater tl*n $.)/;) 
million Of these jn-home ^ervives, chore, homemaker, and protec'- 
tive services represented 70 percent of both total recipients and 

expenditures. # . , ■ * 

The reasons leading up to this spirahng growth m nome care 
services are r^any and varied. High divorce rates across the coun- 
try have -(f^'i-^tedmahy 'single-parent families, a high percentage ot 
winch live m i><)vert.i- The "gf^aying of America' is a second demo- 
graphic trend whicli is demanding new and humane responses to 

^t he long-term-care needs of older Americans. Several . s:tatisticai 
projections serve jis sharp Kidicators of the special set ofl^'haltenges 
canf'ronting long term care planners dnd policymakers: %■ 
' The e-iderlv population -whYch represents the majoqty^ ol home 
care consumers under tirti- XX - is growing if||pidly; both in relative 

■ and absolute terms. By the year it is estimated that the 

number of older Americans will swell from 20 million to 
million - from 1 in '10 persons to 1 in 8. 
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The 75-and^ver bracket has grown more rapidly since 1900 than 
has the 65 to 74 age bracket. In 1900, the upper age group repyg ^ * ^ 
sented 29 percent of the 65-and-over population. In 1975, that some/ 
group represented ^ percent of the 65-plus population. This trend*^ 
can be expected to cwtinue in the 21st century; 

Twenty-five percent of all older persons subsist *in poverty, on 
incomes beloWH$3,200. ' ' ■' : 

Over 20 percent of the elderly jiave.a problem which severely 
restricts their mobility. 

These factors — coupled with an increasing awareness that 
institutionaliziation is less humane "and considerably more costly 
than home-based care — have preated a sui^e of demand for in- 
home services nationwide. Indeed, a^ report from the General Ac- 
counting Office— issued December 30, 1977— stated loudly and 
clearly that ''until older people become greatly or extremely im- 
paired, the cost of nursing home c^e exceeds the cost of home care 
including the value of the general support services provided by 
family and friends/', 

NEED FOR INCREASED TITLE XX EXPE^DH^URES 

Despite an increasing national awareness of home dare alterna- 
tives, our member homemaker-home health aide agencies report 

^^hattthe demand for title XX home care services is still largely 

* unmet in their communities. It appe.ai's that the Federal ceilifig on 
title XX funds has forced mapy States to try to serve more and 
more needy and eligible persons with fewer and fewer home care 
doIiars/The concurrent rriovement to d^institution^ize from both 
mental health and long-term-care facilities has exerted extra pres- 
sure on Ifmited home care funds. 

Irt' m^ny parts of*the count^'y^ these exigencies have led States 
and localities to develop intensely competitive bidding pirocedure^, 
with unit^cost per hour of service oftentimes the only factor exam- 

, ined in selecting a home care contractor under title XX. The na- 
tional council firmly believes that States are sacrificing quality and 
even safety wheh they look only at unit cost factoi-s. 

In order to alleviate the critical fiscal bind in which. States trying 
to deliver social services currently find themselves, the national 
council urges that the current title XX allotment of $2.9 billion be 
established as a permanent minimum, that the title XX allotment 
for fiscal year 1980 be increased to no less than $3.1 billion, and 
that in future years allotments reflect increases in the cost of 

^ living, * 

N won, FOR STANDARD-SKITING 'AND MONrrOHiNG PRCX^M)URP:S FOR 
'HOiMKMAKEH-iiOMK Hb;ALTli AIDE St:HVK;t:S UNDER TITLE X\ 

As mentioned above, the competitive undertone of title XX has • 
given rise to bidding for, contracts, on the b^^sis of hoCirly cost 
, factors, alone. Agencies offering very little in the way of training or 
supervision for their homemaker-home health aides and minimal, 
if any, professional inputs are being awarded title XX contracts in 
State after State, 

Recent statistics from the Bureau of Health Insurance (appendix 
A) indicate Jhat cost per 'hour of service is a^misledding indicator of 
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•cost' efficiency. Jhese statistics reveal that while the average 
eharge per visit is similar, the number of visits and thus the cost 
per case 'are much higher for the proprietary and -private not-tor- 
profit"' groups than they are for public and voluntary programs 
The BHI statistics have been augmented by recent congressional , 
testimony revealing that actual case costs are being inflated 
through unnecessary hours of service pro visio"n. This- practice not 
only raises questions about the prudent expenditure of taxpayers 
money, but also creates an unhealthy dependency situation tor the 
individuals and families who are being served. ' , m-^ • 

A corollary issue to that of fiscal and service accountability is 
that of outright fraud^mid abuse. Recent congressional testimony 
has spotlighted a plethora, of abuses in both the proprietary and 
private not-for-profit sectors,. abuses which include the delivery ot 
an inappropriate— more lucrative— level of care, use of intra^ned 
workers to deliver paramedical services, submission of fraudulent 
expense accounts, bribing of auditing agency staff, use of Govern- 
ment funds for personal aggrandizement, and more. — ' 

Many of these abuses parallel the scandals so vividly documented 
' in the nursing homeUndustry during the sixties an^ seventies, and 
there is fear that the incidents unearthed in the home care tield 
may represent only the tip of the iceberg , 
In light of these concerns, thevnational council urges that the^e 
be- a provision in the Federal law requiring standards lor in-home 
services, including for the aged. It should also require that States 
Which make provision for homemaker-home health aide services to 
adults, families, and children under the title XX program clearly 
designate a State agency which shall be responsible tor establishing 
and monitoring standards which are in accord with those of nation- 
al organizations concerned with such services, such as the National 
Council of Homemaker-Home Health Aide St?rvices, Inc. 

PROBLEM OF SELF->MPIX)YEU i^OVIDERS U1S.DKK TITLE XX 

A further complication that has emerged in .the home care field 
under title XX is the use of self-employed .rather than agency- 
employed workers to care for persons in the home It is believed 
that some 25 States now administer such self-employed provider 
programs, with a total work force of well over !)0,000. Most States 
provide no training for the workers and offer httle supervision. 
Case reassessment is generally performed infrequently ii at all. As 
a result of the "laissez faire" administrHtion of such programs, 
accountability is being jeopardiJ'.ed on three fronts: . 

First due to the lack of sound case management and training ol 
tht' workers, the consumer may receive inappropriate or inad- 
equate care, causing additional complications. In somt^ cases the 
workers may provide totsmuch car^^. fostering client dependency 



and inhibiting self-sufficiency. . . 

Second dul to the lack of social security, unemployment compen- 
sation, aAd minimum wages for the self-employed providers, many 

~fr7vTu"noMur prt.fH" i^^^rrkw^ art' a rapidly gr.nvu.M phrnnmcnnn in thr hunn- care fu-ld. 

^^^,U^■!^!^^^^^hi^ indivuiuuL. who <nx-nm. th..,,, afton -pruht" Iron, unusually h.gh .ala 
rifs. frinKi' Ix-ticnt.K, and i-xjx-nsf actrtniiil.'^ 
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are forced into dependency themselves when the fall ill, when. they 
are out of work, or when they are aged or disabled themselves. 

Third, and finally, because of the hidden costs inherent in each 
of the above-mentioned situations, taxpayer money is b^ing itiefTec- 
tively spent in the long. run. Indeed,^ the very fact that our Federal, 
State, <ind local governments are providing subsidy to poor quality 
service in some instances gives one pause to question the intent of 
our entitlement programs for the elderly. ^ 

The -national council therefore recommends that home care pro- 
viders under the title XX ^program be, required to be employees of 
an accountable homemaker-home health aide agency S^hich meetsi 
basic standards of quality as monitored by the individual States. 

NEED FOR. UNI^^ORM SERVICE DEFINITIONS UNDER TITLE XX 

Title XX authorizes each State, to determine, define, and s^t 
priorities for the social services it will provide. As a result, defini- 
ttons for homemaker and chore services vary widely in published 
title XX plans from State to State. For example, chore services— 
which in no State require specially trained or skilled workers — run 
the gamut from heavy, '*hand off" activities such as woodchopping 
or winterization, which are appropriate, to personal caTe duties , 
involving physical contact, which are inappropriate, because per- 
sonnel lack the needed training and supervision. ^ 

In 1976, it was reported th^t in California, 30 percent of the 
State's expenditures for in-home services y/as arbitrarily allotted to 
homemaker service, while the majority, 70 percent, was allocated 
to the lower cost per hour chore services. The chore wprkefs, who^ 
are not required to be trained or supervise, are authorized under 
California's title }^X comprehensive annual service plan to i^erform 
such -person^iiU ciire duties as ''care of •^th^ teeth and mouth, assist- 
ance in gating in ^nd out of bi^thtub or shower, and help with 
bowel an^, bladder care/' • 

The liifck of uniformly required service definitions in title XX has 
led to /problems not only in the appropriateness of services pro- 
videH/ but also in the development of common accounting 'and 
reiX)rting procedures among agencies. Indeed, States are ygtepabie 
of performing valid comparisons, among agencies due to tnPiack of 
common service definitions. For these reasons, the national council 
urges that uniform definitions for in-hqme services be required 
under title ^X. ' ^ ■ 

KiNIX)IiSKMKNT OF NATIONAi. ASSKMHLY TrFLp: XX TASK FOHCl^] 

HECX)MMKNnATIONS 

Finally, the national council urges the Public Assistance 'Subcom- 
mittee to endorse the recommendations which have been caretiilly 
develx)ped.by the National Assembly Title XX Task Force, of wr^ch 
the council is a member. 

Among the many important recommendations included ther^^j 
(agpendix B), the council particularly urges that title XX training 
funding should allow co^itracts with nonprofit agencies and include 
short-term training expensed and training of sUiff and volunteers 
serving in all capacities of provider agencies. The nonprofit sector 
has a considerable e?g)ertise and experience tc^share in the tmin- 



irig arena, and, likewise, requires support to maintaiij up-to^^gte^ 
skills and knowledge in delivery of social servicesr , ^ _ 

On behalf of 'the members of the national council, I thank you. 
for this opportunity to present our views on the title XX Program^ 

Mr. CoSan. We will include at .this pom^ in the record the 
tabulation you have presented. 

[Appendixes to tha statement follow.j 
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AppKNiiix B— Thk National Asskmblv of National Voluntahy Hbalth and 
Social Wklfahk ORGAi^iZA'fioNS. Inc.— Trruc XX Ta^ Forcl; Rkcommkndations 
KOR TiTLK XX Legislation V * . 

Adopted at the December -11. 1978 Meeting / 

The following recpmmendations have been approved by the member agencie» 
listed beiow' 

1. The Fiscal Year 1979 Title XX allotment to the states, increased to $2,U billion ^ 
by Public Law 95-600, should be made a permanent minimum. • 

2. The Title XX allotment to the states for 1980 should be no leiis.than 1^,1 bilhon 
and in future years should reflect increases in the t:o6t of living. " 

3. There should be' separ^ite Title XX allotmentii, outiide the ceiling for the states, 
for I^iefto Rico, Guam and the Virgin Islands. \ ' 

4 There should b« a requirement that states give ptiblic notice of intent to consult 
with local elected officials, and other public and private organization^ including 
voluntary,' non-profit agencies, £(nd provide them with an opportunity tD pr^nt 
their views prior to publication of the propo*ied Title XX plan; the prmcipai views of 

' such individuals and organisations to be'summarized in the propoiied Title XX plan. 

5 The states should be provided the olption io establish either a ope-year or two- 
year l^tle XX program period. If a state opts for a two-y^;ar program period, it must 
provide a 4.><fay comment period prior to the beginning of the second year. 

The states should be provided an option to establish their Title XX plans m - 
accordance with the fiscal year which applies to the counties in a state, 

7. There should be a requirement that states publish within a period of up to 1 HO 
days after the program year an annual ^rvices pr<^am report which descnbaj the 
extent to which the serviced program of the state was carried out during that yeaiw 
in accordance with the services progfam plan 4CASP) and the extent to which the 
^ goals and objectives of the pldn have been achieved, , \ 

8 The states should be -required t/ maintain the aggregaU' expenditures oF state 
dnd local fundi* of the highest expei^iture fiscal year, rather than 1973 or, 1974 as ss 
required by present law. < , j * 

9 Any unused portion of the Title XX alloliwnt to the states should be allowed to 
be carried over for use in the next fiscal year, subject to approval by the Secretary - 

10 The Title XX pr^^ram should allow non-profit provider agencies to donate the 
25 percent non-f(KleraI share directly to the state; iiuch "up front donation, like 
that of public ag^^ricies, to be in-kind as well as cash. r 

11. The Title XX program should allow stati-s to use Title XX funds for emergen- 
cy sheltes* for not in excess of 'AO days in any .six-month period, provided as a 
protective service to an adult in danger of physical or mental mjury, neglect, 
maltreatment or exploitation. . r » * 

12 There should be uVt^quirement that s^tates wh^ch make provision tor home; 
maker-home health aide service to aduU:s, children and families under the 1 itle XX 
program establish or designate a sta^e agency which shall be responsible fqr estab- 
lishing; and monitoring sUmdards for such services which are. in accord with recom- 
, mended sUndards^ of national organizations concei^ned with standards for such 

S4*rvicei» / ' ' " 

i:i There should be a permanent provision allowing -^ritie XX funds to Reused for 
ci»rtain social sc^rVices provided to alcoholics and dru^addicts. 

14 TiU^* XX training funding should allo\v pontracS with non-pi^ofit agencies, and 
include short-term training expenses and training of staff and vol unti^r% serving m 
all camicities in provider iigencies. ; . * - /«. 

Meml^er ag^nnvi;: AFL-CIO. Department of Comnmnity hc'rvtces; Amenca/i Coun- 
cil for Nationalities ^Service; BoysoOabs of America; (^hild Welfare league ot 
vXmerica; Council of Jewish-J^^ederations, Inc.; Family Service association of America; 
Girl Scouts of the IhS.A.; Girls Clubs af^4merica. Inc.; National Cpuncii fon Home- 
^ makerJiome Health Aide Si^rvices: fisrfumal Council of Jewish' Women; United 
'.Neighborhood C^^nters 6f America; and Y.W.C^A. of the U.S.A.. NaUonal BoiJrd. 

Mr CoRMAN. That concludes today's witnesses and the subcoxti- * 
mittee stands,adjourned until^Tuesday Morning, March 27, 1979, at 

9.30 'arm. - ^ ^ ^ - . 

The Chair announces that we will mark up these three matters 
on Wednesday, starting 'at 10 ' 5'cloclc in the morning and will 
conciude our markup Wejdnesday. We appreciate t^e cooperation of 
everybody in that regard^ The Bubcorarhittee stands adjourned until 
9:30 a.m. Tiiifesd^y n6xt ;. ^ ' ' ^ . 

[Whereupon, at 4^50 p.m^ the subcommittee adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 9:80 a.m,, Tuesday, March 27, 1979.] . 

ERIC ^ . ^ ^ : M ^ 



AMENDMENTS TO SOCIAL SERVICES, FOSTER . 
CARE, AND CHILD WELFARE PROGRAMS 



TUESDAY. MARCH 27, 1979 , • 

. H0USE.OF Representatives, 
, \ ^ ' Subcommittee on Pubuc Assist anph 

AND' Unemployment CoMPEj^SATiON, . 
K * ^ - Committee on W^ys and Means, 

Washington, ]}.C ' 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice, in room B- 
318, Rayburn Hoi^ pffice Building, 'Hon, James C. Cbrman (chair- 
• man ofth^i subcommittee) pr^iding. 

MiOebKMAN. The Subcommittee bn PublicJ Assistance and Unem- 
'plpyment Compensation of the House Ways arid Means Committee 
will come to order. ' ^ 

We have a rather long agenda and we will completp jit today. 
There are receptions being held in the Ways and Means Ck)mmittee 
room for President Sadat and Prim^ Minister Begin and we may 
recess briefly to attend or some members ma^ femain so the hear- 
ing wiir be uninterupted! I want to reassure ali'iJf toe witnesses 
that we will complete our agenda today. ■ * ^ ' - 

We are sure it will be necessary to recess Yor lundfc from 12 to 1 
and, if necessary, we will fecess for dinner frohi 6 until 7. We 
appreciate your coming to help us wiiKi ou^ way" through this 
complex subject master. 

Our first witJi^essj/ Congressman William Green from New York. 
Congressman, w^^e pleased to welcome you to the subcommittee 
ah^ you may proceed. If you-, have a written statement that ypu 
would like to submit for the record and summarize, you may do so*. 

' . • ( ^. ' ■ , ^ - . ^ 

STATfciMENT (>F HON. S. WILLIAM GREEN, A RKPRESfcNTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK ' 

Mr. Green. I shal^ proceed in thiat 'Va3hion/ 

r appreciate this opportunity to testify on behalf of iny bill, H. 
1666, the Social Services' Entitlement Artendnients of 11)79. l^is 
bill would increase the I'Wderal cejling on contributions to title XX 
$k>cial services programs and provide for the reallocation of unused 
fUnds from a State's allotment to States which need additional 
funds. ^ 

* Representatives Alvin Baldus, John Buc^hanan, Matthew F. 

McHugh, • Joel Pritchard, Nick Joe Rahall H Benjamin 
Jlos?nthal, Martin Olav Sabo, Jt>hn F. Seiberling, »uce F. Vento, 
•afid Ted Weiss are casix^nsors of this ic^gislation. I would point to 

thgJbroad political and geographic representation which they ep- 

compass. 



^ ■ • 

Unless Congr^ acte, the Federal -title XX ceiling will revert 
back to the $2.5 billion level for fiscal year 1980. The administra- 

Hion has requested that the ceiling be maintained at an overall 
level of $2.9 billion foftr fiscal 1980 and it. is assuming in its bijdget 
projections that the, Federal Share of social services costs will be 
$2,850 billion in fiscal 1980. . . . ' 

The' bill I have introduced, H. R 1666, provides for a'higl^er 
Fetferal ceiling than' that soughf by the administration. While I 
share the administration's concern' that the ceiling should* not be 

. permitted to drop bac^ to the $2.5 billion level, I believe that 
maintaining funding at the $2.9 billion level fails to account for 
rising social services CBsts. It clearly would preclude expansion qf 
programs and would rec^uire^ existing programs to be cut back ifT 
the face of rising expenses. " • , 

My bill would restore, the Federal ceiling increases scheduled 

-under the Social Services Amendm<^jits of 1978. Ffir fiscal 1980, the 

-ceiling would be $3,15 billion rather than $2.9 billion, >6r $2.5 
billion if Congress fails tb act. The ceiling would rise to $3.45 
billion in fiscal 1981. THe $3.45 billion level would be preserved for 
the fiscal years ^fter 1981 unltess Congress^ elected to increase it. 

In its budget for fiscal year i980 the administration notes that 
the rate of inflatiou was over 9 percent during calenHar year*1978. 
The rate of inflation projected for calendar year 197ff is 7.4 percent. 
To provide adequately for the impact of last year s increase in the 
Consumer Price Index, an increase of 10 percent could be addl^l to 
the Feder^ftitle XX ceiling of $2.9 billion. 

This would increase the ceiling to $3.19 billion for fiscal year 
19H0. Increasing that amount by the administratiqn s 7.4-percent 
wage-price guideline would result in a fiscal year 1981 ceilipg of 
$3.43 billion. I believe that thc^ Fraser-Keys levels of $3.15 billion 
for fiscal year 1980 and' $3,45 billion for fiscal year 1981 parallel 
these caiculations and qught to be preserved in this years social 
services legislation. 

The bill I have introduced is ngt.as comprehensive afs the Social 
Services Amendments of 1978 which the subcommittee recommend-* 
ed last year. If. the su&com'mitt'ee decides to proceed with^ social 
ser^Vices T-eform, certainly there are oth^r provisipns fron\ that 
measure that the si2bcomn>ittee again might deterVnine oughts to be 
passed by the House; \ ' . ^ 

Several of the other bills being reviewed by the subcommittee on 
this occasion offer substantive changes in the title XX socitil serv-. 
ices prt)grams. My chief concfcrn, however, and the objective of my 
legislation, is to increase the pt^rmanent Federal entitlement ceil- 
ing over at least 2 years.' This is the reason that H.R, 1666 is 
entitled ^'Social Services Entitlement Amendmfents of 197ir rather 
than a morqipweeping litle such as ''Social Services Amendments'* 
or ''Social Services Rt^fonmiAct" ^ \ 

Last years Fraser-Keys bill al^ was an uncomplicated proposal. 
Indeed my appearance, here today represents a continuation of the 
Fcasc^r-^eys effort to raise the Federal title XX ceiling. I stro/igly 
believe that we shoifld nbt tarry at the $2.9 b'illion level. tThe 
incre^ise to $2.9 billion wal just the first phase of the Fraser-Keys 
measure, and I urge th§. subcommittee-+o follow througlf this yean 

' to implementlhe re5|t^Ttl\e increases. 



As the subcommitia^ knovra, the Fraser-Ke^^* ceiling increases 

Sre incorporated in H.R- 12978, tije Social Services Amendments 
1978, which passed the House under suspension last year by a 
iLof 346 to 54. In Ihe report accompemying that bill the fuS, 
Committee on Ways and Means stated:** . , ^ 

Th^ cammittee believes that these increases are ceaential £o maintain the current 
levfi of siocial sieriict^ts provided ynder title XX and to aIlo>y for some expansion of 
certain essential services. Even with the temporary $2^ million increase which has 
been in effect since October^ 1, 1976, because of inflation; title XX funds can only 

'purchase. three-fourths of what they bought in 1972 when the $2.5 biliicm (ceiling) on 
Federal funds was established. A number of StateMfthich have been at their (^^Uixig 

^for ^fcever^l years have been compelled to cut back^in6¥i^^ services* , 

At a mininjum, I hope that the subcoifimittee will recommend an 
increase for fis^l year 1980. In the appendix to th|fcudget^ the 
administration says of it^ request to establish a fis^ year 1980^ 
ceiling of $2.9 billion: Y 

This increase in the ii^iiing wiii ac^ogimcdate ihe amounts which had previously 
Jie^n made available for child day care» ahdVlso will focus on assistance to areas of 
special need as emphasized in the }fresident*s urban initiatives. 

^ As this statement indicates, the administration likes to view the 
$2.9 billion level as an^ increase. Technically ,\pf course, the adminis- 
tration is correct. A permanent ceiling of $2,9 billioh certainly is ^ 
higher ancLmore desirable than a permanent ceiling of $2.7 billion' 
or $2.^ biilion.* ^ 

I prefer V r^ard the $2^ billion rfeque^ted for fiscal year 1980 
as* what it actually is— a continuation of the fiscal year 1979 tempo- 
rary total lev6l of $2.9 billion. Whether the peripanent ceiling- is 
set at $2.9 billion or it is set at' $2.7 bSlion and $200 million is 
added for child day care services, the fact remains that the over^l 
Fe<leral i&ntitlement ceiling for social services for fiscal 1979 was 
$2.9 billion and the a'dministration VAants it to be $2.9 billion for 
fiscal year 1980. It is. euphemistic to (fell the $2,9 billion^a^t for ^ 
fiscal year 1980 an increase. ^ 

Semantic tricks have no* place in providing for the disadvan- 
taged. A dollar, even one shr^inki^ by inflation, sUIl mean§ just 
th$t at food counters and medical cli^nic^. Cash registers are deaf to 
thenew math, Pi:esid^ial F^liticSvOr -r^gioa ^: 

In 5?ddition' to not being ari increase, continuation of the ^2-9 
.billion ceiling will do little to restore the purchasing po^s^r \yhich 
social services programs have lost ^' S result of rising costs' hitting 
' the title XX ceiling. 

Therefore, if the subcomj^nittee is not disposed to recommenfi a 
muitiyear increase in the entitlement ceiling, I would urge the 
subcommitt^ to support at least an increase for fiscal year 1980. I* 
would suggest a lev^l of $3.15 to $3.2 billion to alloys for last year's. 
increSSe in the CPI of over 9 percent. 

J note that the full Ways and Means Committee has recommend- , 
ed to .the Budget Committee an increase in the permanent F]ederal 
entitlement ceiling to ^3.1 billion, including $200 million ear- 
marked for child day care services and *$ I &.! million |,as an entitle- 
ment for ti|e territories. . ' ^ 

In addiiion, Lam pleased that , Chairman Gorman's bill, H.R. 
2^24, incorporates this increase to the $3.1 billion level for fiscal 
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. year 1980 and provided that [the ceiling for fiscal yeqrs' after 19b0 
shall be 107 percent of the fiscal 1980 level, or $3,317 billion. 

It is dear that^ more States are reaching or exceeding their 
Federal allotments under title XX. According to information I have 
received from the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
as of^Becember, 1978, 34 Smes had reached. their fiscafTy^ar 1978 
ceiling!. HEW estimates ^at in fiscal year 1978 44 States will be 
at their ceilings and that in, fiscal year 1980 45 States will .reach 
their ceilings. ^ 

Against these projections I believe that 'the better course would 
be to provide for multiyear increases along the lines oi H.R. 1666 
or H.R. 2724. Enacting; only a 1-year increase, would guarantee that 
the States and those concerned about social services will be back 
here next year to request an increase. for the following fiscal year. 
The unceHainties of this process would make it* most difficult for 
Stfites and local recipients of social services fvtnding to'plan their 
programs with confidence. ' ' . 

I. would like to note briefly that section 3 of H.R. lijeSi^rovides 
for the rcailotment of title XX funds not expended by States>jut of 
their allotment. Unspent funds would be reallotted ^imong Stated 
which reach their ceiling. - ■ , o - Y 

If the*$2. 9 billion ceiling is continued and if 44 or 45 States. reach 
their ceilings in fiscal year 1979 and' fiscal year 1980, as projected 
by HEW, there might not be much money left to reallot. Neverthe- 
less I have inclOded this reallotment provision in my bill to insure 
that any excess funds are fully utilized. The reallotment process 
would assume additional relevance if the Federal entitlement ceil- 
ing were to be. raised. ' 

In conclusion, I commend the subcommittee Tor its prompt con- 
sicie ration of title XX legislation in this session of the 96th' Con- 
gress'. 1 am pleased, that the; Ways and Means .Committee has 
recommended.'to the Budget Committee an increase in the perma- 
nent Federal entitlement ceiling to $3.1 billion," including. $^00 
million earmarked for child day Care services and $16.1 million as, 
Sn entitlement for the territories. I support the increase in the 
ceiling to $3.1 billion, as provided in Chairman Gorman's bill, as an 
alternative to the $2.9 billion recommended by jtbe administratigp. 

However, I would urge the subcommittfee tb adopt the 2-year 
increases in th'e permanent ceiling contained in H;R. 1^6 in order, 
J to accommodate last year's inflation rate n\ excess of 9l>ercent and 
to permil an increase over that apiount which follows thq adminis- 
tratron's own 7.4-percent standard. ■ 

The committee was right la.st ys-ar when it reporttKi these m- 
creases in H.R. 12973, and 1 hope it will 4o the same this year^he^ 
law rfhouid schedule these increases so that the States .caiKplan 
' / their programs effox«tively to improve the quality of life this 
y country for senior citizens and for lower income individuals. Thank 
-you, Mr. Chairman, s . 

[The prepared statement follows:) 

StATKMKNT ok f^dN.'.S Wn.i.SAM CkBK.N,, a ,HKI'«KSKNTATrvK IN. {'()N(;KF.S.S Fk(im 

TMK StATK ok NkW YoKK " 

\1r Chairnuin and Mfm!HT5 <;f the Sul>committ('c, I ilppmriato Ihi.s opjxjrtunity to 
fcstifv \m K-hairul mv bill. U R. HlWj. the S<K-ial .S<'rvifes4*:«iitl(-tm;nt Anu-mfrTU-nts 
of- I'l'"') This hil!- would riu-rt>a.sc thf Fi-dfru! ceili*tt' on _^ontribut!on.s to htli- XX 
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social services prc^rams and provide for the reallocation of unused funds from a 
State's aiiotment to States which need, aciditional' funds. \ 

Representatives AIv^ Baldu^, John Buchanan, Matthew F. McHugh, Joel Prit- 
chard, Nick Joe Rahall !!» Behjamiri S. Rosenthal. Martin Clay Sabo, John F\ 
SeiberHng, Bruce f\ Vento and T^ni W^^ss are cosponsors of this legislation. ' 
v ■ " ■ ^ 

During the 19liO's, Federal spending on~sociah services €^scaiated sharply. Federal ' 
grants to the States for> social services amounted to $194.H tnillion in fiscal yeac^ 
l^m. By fis<:!al 1968, the total .was $346.7 million, and By fiscal 1970, it was $522,0 
million. In fiscal 1971, FcKieral exptmditures on social services hit 
.and in fiscal 1972 they topped the billion dollar mark at $1,688 billion. 
• . Faced with fiscal year i97^projections of Federal spending. On social services of 
betwet^n $4.3 and $6.0 biiHon,''^)ngress enacted a Federal social services expenditure 
cc^iling of $2.r) billion. Passed as p^irt of the (5eneral Revenue Sharihg Act of 1972» 
the funcib were allotted to Stntes bas4>d un popuFation. \ 

1^ 197;"), (f-ongress enacted the Title XX social services program >^o estafaU^ a 
consolitiate^i program of Federal financial assistance to enc«iirage provision of smr- 
ices by States. ' Whi^n thi^ legislation, VuBlic Law 93-647, went into effect, th^ 1972^ 
coiling of $2.0 billion was maintiiined for Fcnieral funding. Public Law 94-401 added 
a temjx>rary increase of $2*00 million, beginning in 1976, to provide special P^ederal 
sup[K>H for child day Are services, \ : ■ ■ ^ .. 

While the Federal ceiling under Title XX has succeeded in containing Federal 
exp44iditures for social • services, this fixed .ceiling, has mlSide il'Virtually impossible 
for Federal social services* spending to keep pace with inflation. In response, the 

■ Fraser-Keys bill, H.R. lOHS^i was introduced in the 95th Congress to raise the 
permanent P'i»derar ceiling on Title XX expenditures on a multi-year biisis, I was 
among the cosponsors of this legislation, which providecfc^or an increase in the 
entitlement ceiling to $2.9 billion in fiscal 1979, $3. \5 MU^^fiscal 1980, and $3.45 - 
billion in fiscal 1981 atui in each succeeding fiscal ye^f^l^^r- 

As the Subcommittee is awarei the ct*iling increas*^ provided in H.R. 10H;^S were 
, incorporated in H.R. 12iJ73, the Social Services Amenifnenfs of 1978. In the report 
to accompany H.R. 12973 (H. Kept. 95-1312Vthe fuli Committee on Ways and Means 
stated: 'The C^nmiittee believes* that these increases are essential tojnaintain the 
current level of 'social servicers provided under Title XX and to allow for some ^ 
ex^)iinsiQn of cert^un' essential services. Even ^with the temporary $200 million in-^^ 
x-rease which has been in elTivt sinCe (X'tober If 197B, bcnrause c5f inflation. Title XX 
funds can only purchase three-fourths of what they bought in 1972 when the $2.5 
hiUii>n iceiling) on PYnieral funds was established. A numbi»r of States which have 
been at their ceiling for S4.\veral years have betMi cooipt*lled to <;ut back im|X)rtant 
servicers. " ^ , • * . 

The ScKial S«rvict^ Amendments of 1978 passed the Ifouse under suspension on 
i^jcly 25, 1978, by a vote of »UH to 54. ^^otw.ithHtanding this^^ vote, a .multi-year > 
entitlem«mt Ceiling increase? was not enin.'tt*d by the 95th (\>ngrt^. instead, a one- 
year increase was included in the -Revenue Act of li)7H (Public l.iiw !1*)'{UK)). The 
^ felling for fis4*al 1^)7^ w*is si»t ^it $2,9 billion; that *is, 8^ 7 billion for the pi»rmanVnt 
ceiling plus ^200 miluoirfor day care services. The Administration ex|)ects the total 
Fedi-ral sblire .for Title XX social kiiVices to ^^ach $2.81.8 hiWiOTx in fiscal 1979. - 

n TfiK NKKl) TO HAISK THK n':E)KKAL KNTJTI.KSf K,NT CKiMNH- 

Unk»ss Congress acts, the Fi^leral Title XX ceiling will revert back to the $2.5 
billion level fnr Hs^-al year 1980. The Admin i^^t rat ion is assuming in iii^ i^udget 
projections thiU the ceifing will U' matn^nined iit*an (overall level of :J2.i^'i)iliion for 
fisi-al l'^^80. This is not(^ in thl^ App<nuiix to the Budget for flsi'al year' 1980 at page 
480: "In 1980, an authori/.ation is rin^uested which would rais4» the ceiling to $2.9 

■ billions" ' . , f . . 

The Apfx'ndix. also pres^'nts the Administration's assumption that the Federal, 
share of social s^^'rvices cost.*? will he $2.8r)0 billion in fiscal 11^80. 

The bill f havtviiitroduccni, H.R. IBUO, p rev ides for a higher P^xieral ceiling than 
that sought by the Administration. While I share the Administration's concern that 
the ceiling should not he pi»rmittiKi to drop back to the $2.r> billion level,- I Ix^Ueve 
that maintaining funding at the $2 9 billion level fails to account for rising social 
54^ifyjC4>s costs. It clearly would preiiude 'exp^insion of programs and would rt*qu|re 
existing programs to be cut hack m the face of rising exj^»nsi4?. ^ ^ 

. My bill would restore the Fedeml ceiling increase's schf\iukxi under the S<KMai 
SiTvices Amendfnents of 1978. For Hscal 1980, the. ceiling would iM» '^ll') billion, 
rather than $2.9 billi<^*^or ^2.5 billion, if Cor^gress faiis to act, l]hv ceilmg would 
• * ^ • " ^ . , 



ERIC 



\ • -98 i - 

rise to $;U5 billion in fiscal 198L The $3.45 ^IHonr level woulrf be preserved for' the 
fiacal years afterlDHl, anlefe Congress elected to increase it ! 

In its Budget for Fiscal Year 198Q» the Administration notes that the rate of 
inflation was ''over 9 percent" during calendar year 1978. The rate of inflation 
projected for calendar year 1979 is 7 4 percent. To accommodate adequately for the 
impact of last year's increii^ in the Consumer Price Index, an increase of 10 
percent coilid bl> added to the Federal Title *CX ceiling of $2.^ billion. This v^^ould 
increa^ the ceiling to\ $3.19 billion for fiscal 19cS0. Increasing that amount by the 
Administration's 7.4 percent wage-price guideline would result in a fiscal .1981' 
ccnling of $3.4H billiw. Ifceiieve that the Fraser-Pfeys ioyels of $3.15 billion for Viacijl 
1986 and $3.45 billion for fii^cal 1981 parallel these calculations and ought to ^bS* 
preserved in this year's social service legislation. 

While it is fortunate th^ q one-year incre^uied extension was enacted last yean 
multi-year increased funding should be a priprity in this year's legislation. Such an 
approach to Title XX- expenditures will permit States and lpc|d governments to plan 
more effe^iveiy and to budget^with confidence of Federal sup^rt. 

The bill I have, introduc^ is not ^ comprehensive as the Social Services Amend- 
ments of 1978 whych the Subcommittee recomnfejided last year. If the Subcommittee 
dcKTides to proceed with social services reform, certainly there are other prgfvisions 
from that measure that the Subcommittee again mighl determine ought ta be 
passed by the House, • 

Si^veral of the other bills being reviewed by the Subcommittee on this occasion 
offer substimtive changes in the Title XX social services prc^ams. IVty chief con- 
cern, however,. tind the objective of my Jegisiation, is to increase the permanent 
Federal entitlement ceiling over at least two* years. This is the Veason that H.S. 
llif>6 is entitled the ''Social Se'rvices Entitlement Amendmenttj of 1979^' rather than 
a more sw^^ping title, such ai^ ''Social Services Amendments" or "-Social Services 
Reform Act/' ' / 

I^ast year's Fraser-Keys bill also was afj^.UrjcompHcated proposal Indeed, my 
appi»arance here today represents a cont^n'^'i^ph of the Fr'aser-Keys effort to raise . 
the Federal Title XX ceiling. I strongly^S^eve that we should not t^cdLat the $2,9 
billion level. The increasl> to $2.9 billion w&'just the first phase of thc/P raser-Keys 
measure, and I urge.the Subcommittee to-^foilow through this year to implement the 
rest of the inciTases. . ^ . • 

At a minimum, I hope that the Subcommittee will recompiend an increase for 
fiscal- year 1980. InJ|he Appendix to the Budget, the Administration jiays of its 
rei^uest to establish ilNlscai 1980 ceiling of $2.9 billion: "This increase in the ceiling 
will accommodate the amounti^ which had previously been made available for child 
day care, and also will focus on assistance to aK>as of sjHH:ial need as emphasii^ed in 
the President s urban initiatives." 

As this, statement indicates, the Administration likes to view the $2.9 billion level 
as an increase. Technically? of counu\ the Administration is cor,tiXi. A ^rmapent 
ceiling of $2,9 biilion certaffily is higher and more di^irable than a permanent 
ceiling of $2.7 billion or $2.5 billion: , . / 

^ prefer to regard the $2.9 billion rtH|Ut^tt»d for fiscal year l98(>>-|is what it actually 
is: a continuation of the fiscal year 1979 temFX)rary total level of $2.9 billion. 
Whether the pt^rmanent ceiling is set at $2.9 biUi9n or it is set at $2,7 billion and 
$200 million is added for child day.care services, the fact remains that^thq overall 
FtKltn-ai entitlement-ceiHng for social*^t^rvices fof fiscal 1979 was #2.9 billion^nd the 
Administfjjtio^i wants it to he S2.9 biliion for fiscal 1980. It is euphemistic to call the 
$2.9 billiyn sout^ht for fiscal 1980 and "increase." 

Semantic pricks havo r^o piace in providing for ^he disiidvanta^eii. A dolhir, even 
one shrunken by inflation, stili moans just that at fcxxicounters and medical clinics. 
Cash Registers are deaf to tbe fiew math. Frrsidential- politics or regional consider^ 
at ions, ^ 

In addition to not being an "increase," continuation of the $2.9 billion ceilihg will 
da little to restore the>$?b<;chasin|^ ^x)wer whiclf s<x:ial servici^s programs havej^t as 
a result of rising cosi/hittlng.the Title XX ceiling. 

Therefore, if tht/Subcommittei* 'is not dispcised to rt^commend a multi-year in: 
crease in the entitKnnent ceiling, I would urge the SubcommitUH^ to support at least 
an increase for O^cmI year 19HU. 1 would suggest a level of $»i.ir> to $;i.2 billion, to- 
a!k)w for ^iist y<*nr\s incrcNise in the (MM. of over 9 percent. 

1 hote tharthe full Ways and Means (bmmitteelias rcKrommended to the Budgefi 
Comnntt(i<!nin increase in the permanent Federal entitlement ceifing to $iM billion, 
including $200 million earmarked for child day care s<*rvices and SUvl million Jis an 
entitletnent for the Territories, hi addition, i am pleascxi that Chairman Corman's 
bill; H.R. 2724. incorporates this increase^ to the billion level for fisi'al y^^r 



1980„and provides that the ceiling for fviosd years aftiar 1980 shall be 107 percent of 
tl^fi %cal 19H0 level or $3,317 biilioa , ^ ' . . 

It ifi^iear that more States are reacWlig or 'exceeding their Federal allotments- 
under Title XX. According to iiiforn)atioh 1 have received fFom the Dep^irtment of 
Health, Education and Welfare, as of December.. 1978, 34 States had reached their 
fiscal 197B ceiling. For fiscal year 1979, HCW ©Btimates that U Siatm will be at 
their ceilings, and that 4S States will reach their ceilings ii? flsi^al year 1980. 

Against these projections, I believe that the better ^cdurse would be t<f provide fof - 
multi-year increases, along the lines of Hit 16^ H.R. 2724. Enacting, only a one- 
year increase would guarantee that ti^ Stat<^ and tl\oie concerned aboutisociai 
services will* be* back here next year to requt^t an iticrease for the foiloMng fiscal . 
year. Tlie uncertainties -of this^prpce^js would make it most difticuit for States and 
local »r*cipientsj of social service fundii^ to plan their programs with confidence. 

Section 3 of H;R, l&lk) >rovid^ for the reallotment. of Title XX funds not expend- 
ed by States out of their allotment. Unspei^t Ainds would be reafiotted among States 
which reach their ceiling. Permit me to take a moment to explain how this proce- 
dure would be implemented. \ » 

Federal Title XX funding is distributed to the*State§ or\ a population basis. The 
limitation applicable to each State for the fiscal year is fixed by HEW prior to the 
first day of the third month of the preceding fiscal year. 

The. Social Service Entitlement' Amendments of 19T9 N^treki r^uire that each 
State, prior to the commenoement of the tiscaji year, certify to HEW whether the 
amount of its limitation exceeds or is le^s than the amount needed by the State for 
the uses to which the limitation applies, Stataj Which thought they would reach or 
exceed their limitation, but which subee<ji|frntly/find that t^y . will fall below th» 
limitation, would certify this to HEW. In addition, States wfiichyfali short of their 
limitation by a greater amount t^an originally projected also woUid cer^fy this to 
HEW. 'Hiese excess funds would be avaii^le for reallotment. 

After the present statutory allotments to the Territories* oHiy additional funds 
woulcLbe eligible for reallotment to the States which had certified prior tOs the 
commencement of the fiscal year that their needs .would be in excess of their 
limitationsi^he aniount reallotted to any such State woufti bear the same ratio to 
the total amc^unt available for this reallotment as the amount of the State's allo't- 
ment bore to the total amount alibtted to all States. No state could receive a 
reallotment which was greater than the 4ifYerence betwe^ it^ original allotment 
and the amoui*it ii certified it would need, ^ 

As I have mentioned, if the $2.9 billion cttiling is continued and ii 44 or 45 States 
reach their ceilings in fiscal 1079 aird fiscal. 1980 as projected by HEW, there might 
not be much money- left to reallot after the allotment has been made for the- 
Territories. Nevertheless. 1 Hiive^lncluded this reallotment provision in my bill to 
insure, that any excess funds are fully utili/.ed. The reallotnlBnt process would 
assume additional relevance if Uie Federal entitlement ceiling were to be raised. 
I . ' I ^ ^ 

' lV-a)NCXUSi()N 

In conclusion, I commend the SuBcommittee for its prompt consideration of Title 
XX legislation inHhis. session of the 96th Congress. I am pleased that the Ways and 
Means" Committ<?e has recommended to the Budget Cbmrnitteo^ an increase in the 
permanent Federal entitlement ceiling to $iil billion, includifig $200 million ear- 
markt^i for child ji\y ca»e 'ser\'ices and $16.1 million as an entitlement for the 
Territories. I support the increase* In thc^ ceiling to'$^il billion, as provided m 
ChaiYman Gorman's bill, as an alternative to the $2.9 billion nKommendcKl by the 
AdniinitjtratlOri: t ' , ' 

Hbw<iii«t, I would urge the Subcommittee to- adopt the two-yea r-mcreases m the 
permanent ceiling contair^ in H.R. lUWr, in order to accommodate last year's 
inflation rate in excess of^l percent and to permit an increase over that urfsount 
which follows the Administration's own 7.4 perct-nt standard. The C^mmf^ee was 
right last year when it reported these increases in H4i, V^)73, and I hoi:>e itVill do 
the same this year. The law* should schedule th^^e increivscs so that the States^ can 
plan their pro'grartts effectively to improve the quality 'of life in fiiiis country for , 
senior citiiauis and for lower-income individuals. 

Mr. CoRMAN.^Thank ^ou, Congressman. Your biil reflects your 
compassion and unders&nding for sofne^the the public assistance 
issues we are concerned, with -anS we will do whatever we can to 
resolve the profcJems you have addressed. 



Mr. Brodhead. I thank you. I think it was an elegant statement* 
and set forth thfe issues in great clarity. Thank you/ * . 

Mr. Rangel, Thank your w fellow New Yorker, I knew you 
would know the problems we face. Tjhank you for yqur t^imony, 

Mr. Corrada, Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico, one that 
has been very sensitive to the 'problems and contributed to our 
work, thank you for tajcing time out. to share your views with us 
this morning. You will be accompanied by, I understand, Mr. 
Jenaro Collazo, "secretary of social services of Puerto Rico. Wei- 
come. ' " * N * 

STATEMENT OF HON, BALTASAR' COURAI>AV RESIDKWf COM- 
MISSIO^ER FROM PUERTO RICO, ACCOMPANIED BY JEIJJARO 
COLLAZO, SECRETARY OF SOCIAL SERVICES OF PUERTO 

RICO ; " , • 

Mr. Corrada. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and mem- , 
l^ers of the committee. I would request that my entire statement be 
included in the record of the hearings, . 
. Mn Rangel.^ Your full statement will be included in the record. 
' Mr. Corrada. I will summarize, ^ 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committw, we fully support 
Hi. 2724, Mr. Gorman's bill, and I would like to address particu- 
larly the provisions in that bill that relate to Puerto Rico, Guam, " 
and th^ Virgin Islands. There are two significant provisions there 
that 1 would urge the committee to authorize. You have already 
taken favorable action with respect to your r^uests to the Budget 
Committee because both items w^e included in- your rec^mmenda: 
tions to the Budget Committee. . 

One is with reference to Puerto RkSo and the territories having 
an entitlement or set-aside under title "XX. 4s of now, what we 
receive is the residual funds, up to $16.1 million that may exi^ if 
the 50 States^do not utilize their allocations, a result of that jus't 
to give you and idea, Dr. Collazo was telling me that as of March 
19, we still do riot know whether or not there will be funds availa- 
ble for the offshore areas . under ti>ie XX for fiscal year 1979. 

We may receive up to $16.1 million but we don't know if we are 
. going to receive anything at alL. This bill, if enacted, would correct 
that situation- by providing $li).l miUioa for the territories, of 
which $15 million would be for Puerto Rico. This would allOw us to 
'be able to plan with those funds and really provide the services 
that are badly needed there. 

'Furthermore, the bill provides that if the level of funding for the 
entire title XX program for the entire Nation is increased over the 
current levels then there wi^l be*a proportion^ite increase over ^he 
$15 million entitlement as well as for tile territories: 

We urge, the committee to authorize this. j " 

The second item is an item of $78 million prwhich $72 million 
would go to Puerto Rtco under th g^ FDC program.^ In Puerto Rico 
under AFDC program we not^onlynave to take care of families, 
with d/pcndent children but also the aged, the blind, *and the 
disabled that have to be taken care, of under the old provisions of 
aid to the blind, aged, and the disabled. ^ ... 

As* an aside that was adopted for the Nation but ^is you vi^ell 
know, SSI does not extend to Puerto Rico -and the other territories. 
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Last ye^ the House pass&d a bill extending SSI on a litaited 
basis to Puerto Rica and t&e territories. Unfortunately that was 
part of UM^ 1200 which, the Sfenate nevgr reportafi to the Senate 
floor. However, there was a provision to increase tne APDC funds 
from the ceiling of $24 million to *$72 million in the case of Puerto 
Rico. That provision was also part of H.R. T20O and Senator Mat- 
, sunaga in the Senate was able to offer that as an amendment to 
the tax cut bill to see if that provision could be saved an3 the 
Senate Finance Committee accepted it. 

It was agreed to in Congi^ss to increase AFDC funds to |72 
million 'and to change thtf matching formula but tSiis dpnte 
solely figrjiscal 1979 which means that unless we authorize the $72 
million for Puerto Rico and |6 million for the other territories, all 
the territories in this bill then automatically we will revert back 
^ t4L,the^ $24 million ceiling. ^ v * - \ ^ * 

The change in -the ceiling would only allow us to make public 
assistance payments of between $30 to $36 to the people in this 
category and with th^ cost of living in the island which exceeds 
by 12 percent the cost of living in Washfngton, D.C. 

You can well see the amounts we are talking about are bv itself 
insufficient to take care of the needs of these people, particularly if 
we bear in mind there is no SSI. This is what they get. So the 
urgency, the. need in approving this legislation is great and of 
course, we urge the committee to authorize this while we continue 
Qjur efforts perhaps fpr fiscal year 1980, to see if we can extend the 
SSI to Puerto Kico. ^ ( 

[The prepared statenfeht follow ' \ ^ ^ 

StaWMKNT of Hon. BAtTASAR.CbRRADA, REiJIDENT CoMMtSSlQNER OF PUKKTO 

Rico 

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, it is for me a pleasure to appear 
before you-today in support of H.R. 2724, piirticulariy those sections that pertain to, 
increaso* in pijymerits to Puerto Rico, and the territories. 

As far as Puerto Rico is concerned, the bill provides for a continuation of the 
increase to $72 rnillion in AFDC payments which was authorized for fiscal year 1979 
ufider the Revenue Act of 1978, and for a set-aside of $15 million under Jitle XX. 
Thi» .hill also provides fgr a .proportionate increase in the Title XX entitlement 
evervtime the national ceiling . is increased. ' , . - 

Mr. Chairman, for years, we the people of Puerto Rico have been strugghng to 
pull-up'from the poverty circle. We hav^ made great strides through our own efforts 
to improye our (>conomic and social conditions. Despite these efforts and assistance 
we have received from tRe United' States Government, according to the 1970 census, 
Hf) 2 p<^r cent of the families in Puerto Ri^o had incomes of less than $2,000 pc^r year 
and the rate of iinemployrnent stands at about 18 per* cent, almost four times the 
acceptable rate of uneniployment. A fecent survey uncovered 62,000 families with 
iKi, or next to no income at all. . x - 

h\ combinMtion,^ st^vere poverty and high unemployment have generated extensive 
public aiisistance needs in Puerto Rico. While our needs are big and resources very 
limited, wo have not been • fortunate in receiving appropriate treatment tnder 
^^ano^s'sei•tiuns of the Social Security Act. Under the income maintenance, provi- 
sions of the Act, Puerto Rico has a ceiling, of $24 million with .^-r>0 matchmg. 
I\ierto Rico is excluded from f>articipatlng in Title XV4 (SSl). We are also excluded, 
from the Proutv program. The limits placed -on Puerto Rico severely rt^tnct bene- 
fits to thc^ whu lKH:aase of their condition, be it age or physical impairment, are 
least able to help thenist»lvcM^. 

Mr Chairman these ceilings and restrictions have created serious inequities m 
the benefits rwnved by the U.S. citizens residing in Puerto RiCO and other offshore 
territories For example, although per capita income in Puerto Rico is less thaiv 40 
percent of the U.S. level and 60 'j>ercent of all families have incomes below the 
Federal poverty level, only about i:\ [)ercent of the population receives cash assisi^ 
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ance due to iundirtg limitations. A>so, due ta funding limrtations, Puerto Rico pays 
only 40 percent of itii AFDC? ne^ standard or about $14 per month. Tfae Federal 
share of the AFTX" i^rant is disproportionately low— $4,73 v^Yiius a U.S. average of 
and the-hi^her matchinif rates have, been a burden to Puerto Rico given our 
Hmittni fiJ^cai capiicity . ' 

Except for fiscal year 1979. these ceiHngi^ have -renuuned static since U)72, and if 
we take into consideration the high rate of in^Txition, we find that the real value of 
Federal payments? have ixH?n redpced to less than percent of the 1972 level - 
Mr. Chairman; sintjc then* have bet^n doubti? expressed in some quarters rt»gaFding 
our jibility to spend the additional $48 million auth6rized-^n4er AFDC Jbr fiscal 
year 1979! I b^^licve 1 should at this time explain tp the Sufctcommittee what are our 
plans regarding the expenditur|^of these funds thiii fiscal year and in the fpture 
should the' provision of H.R. 2t24 become law. * , 

• I really cannot understand how can anyone say that a system that is paying 
recipient's arpund $14 (K) a month cannot litili/e additional funds to inc revise 'those 
payments.'The Sivretary of Social Services of Pueiio Rico has already submitted' to ' 
HKW Region 11 a plan for the expenditure of these funds. Since at this tim^^ the $7^ 
million allotment is only for fiscal year 1979 it was decided that until such time as 
tho $72 million allotnierft Wius made permanent by future legislation, expenditjires 
of. additional funds-would bt^ made in the form of a "Special N^s Payment." The 
plan envispiis thrtn* such payments of $6r).(K) during the ye3r'. Once the allotment is 
made pt^rmanent, a monthly increase* in payment plan would go into effect. 

At this tmie. we estimate that raorithi^ payments per recipient would be in- 
creased to an average o4' $:K).00 \K^r month -still a very low sum if ^vo consider the 
fact that c(>i>t of living' in Puerto Rico is atout 12 pt^rcent higher than in Washing- 
ton, D.C, and if w> further etxisider that thes^ public assistance paynw^^ti? are not 
supplemental by the SSL which, unfortunately, Cxjngress has not yet' extended to 
Puerto Hico. I urge you to maintain AFDC: payments fof^scal year 1980 at the level 
authoriW*d by Congn-ss for fiscal year 1979. In the meantime; il will go ahead with 
other effort^:} to convince the Admimstration to- support they extension of SSI to 
. Puerto Rico and the territories as soon as possible. / , w 

We also rei^uest a sixtnal allotment of #15 million for Fuerti Hico under litle XX, 
as it is only with this level of assistance that a meaningful siTvice program can be 
propc^rivpianntHi and implenn^jittni. , , r i 

The supply of indicatt»d si^rvices under this title requires a ffreat deal ot piunnni^^ 
and programmfhg. However, the provisions of Six: lion 20i)2(c>d), do not facilitate. the 
tiert^sary planning contemphitiKi under S<K:tion 2001 of Title XX. Funds allcKati^i to 
Puerto Rico are on a residual basis. The methoij pf alkxration of funds di'lays 
information on available funds It also nxiuces the time during which the funds. can 
sptmt. It increasi-s the turnover of staff, and consequently, increast^s the cost of 
training and program administraticip. Therefore, we urge that a spi'cial allotment of 
$15 m^iUioii Title XX funds for i'uerto Rico be made, as this allotment will further 
the continuation oi the exp^'mded s^^rvices. * ^ . . 

I btvlieve that it is important tu emphasize that Puertt^Kicos participation m 
Title XX under the sjH'cial ailotjiient will not rosult^Ni'the rtnluctiop bi the allots 
nient under this.title to anv state, since the ^15 million' a Ikx'at ion would above 
afid l>€>yond any appropriation made for this title for distribution to tltt; states under 
the legislated formula. / 

In President Charter's messagt* to (n)vern5r C arlos H4)mero^Harceu)^ot Puerto Kico, 
m\ the tKxasion of, the (U)vernor's inauguration, on Ja-nuary 2, 1977, the Pri^ident 
exyiTSsed his cohnnitmeiit to the jH'ople of Puerto Hico in the following Vords: "T(|<) 
long have some sectors of Waj^hin^ton approached Puerto Hico on a dividing "we 
and you" basii. forgetting that Puerto K]^o is an island where over three milhon 
American citi/.ens#live. ^Vs President of the Umtc^i States, you can Ik' assured that I 
will iie censcious of tht- needs of all American citi/ens wherever 4hey may be." 

The President also stated that: "The Constitution of the United States dw'S not 
distinguish betvteen citi/ens. We do not have in our country ftrst and s<vond. class^ 

citizens," » > _i i 

Puerto Ricans, Mr Chairman, particularly the p<H?r. are treatea'iis siNJond class 
citi/eiis undt-r parts of the S^K^ial Si'curity Act. / x ^ ^ 

I ho]%\ Mr, Chairman, that Congress, in its wisdom, will adopt this kmd of 
attitude tewani tfie U.S. citi/ens residing in Puerto Rico, particularly the {XKjr, the 
ohierly. arui the disabU'd. fx-T^plc wlu) by, their circumstances Ux)k u^H)n thejr govern- 
ment to provide them with ad(^]uate as^^istanc?^ to upgrade the quality of their lives, 
'Mr Chairman. I urge my colleagues to su{)|K)rt this legislation, parts ol which are 
crucial to my constituents' particularly the most nvedy.and lielpU'ss. Your Hupj>ort 
w^ijl" be an act of Justice to tliese amencan citj^ens whq. ntvd our assistance. 
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* Mr. RajngkL Mr. Brcxii^ead 

Mf; BjRODHSiAD. \ want to thapk x>ur coH^ligue for an elegant . 
•stat^menfc^ I am- very sympathetic to your point of view apd assure i 
you of my suppprt. , V ' ^ 

^ '« Mr^CoR&APA. Thank you, • - ' • 

, r 5Hvould like to. thank Mr. Brodhgad and I state thgt I 'brought ^ 
'I>^.. Coliaio here, is the Seoretlij^ of soci^ services. Ifc <^ the 
man who has to spend |the monejj. I asked him to come here.Just in 
' caSe anybody had a, doubt that 'we Would haye the capability o'f 
sj^endihg that ^oney.' \ ^ - ' ' 

Someone in .the' administration onc^ matjfe the statement th^t we 
WQuid -not be able to utifrze these funds. It i& absolutely* ridiculoigis. 
It is a tnei^ ques*fion of giving 4o the 3^me beneflciari^ that have 
already beeii^^establlshed^ instead of $14 to $18 per month, $36 per , 
month, If anybody -can tell me that anyone r^eiving $^6 per » 
mcm^h of public' assistance canhpt use it sufficiently, .ttien i think 
thAt these people just don't hav^ an understanding of the basic 
realities of life. • ' ^ . " f 

Mr. Rangel, I think th?re is a clear lack of understanding be^ 

• caase the argument'^that you printed to the con?mitteiB today 
' vvould show that you; have to keep all of your plans under title XX 

in limbo and then the* HEW wHI be the first" one to critici2e you if - 
at the last minute you were »0t able' tp adequately plan for thht 

• On the other hand, (Hice they* give you money tq- distribi^e you . 

- have t<J worry that it might be cut back. I have never understood 
how we have been able to get away with /treating citi^fins of the ' 
United States differently— and . it is not based qn climate— but^ I 
certainly do recognize the fight that you have presented here in 
the Congress to^ bring .some equity into the system. * 

You just can*t ask people to be equal in defending the United 
States and then, when trying to give assistance. to the poor, provide 
different types of j?itizenship. As you knbw,' this committee is more 
than sympathetic. We understand the problem and we will be 
working with you to try to arrive at an equitable solution. 

Thank you for coming,. .The chairman of *the committee is here. 
^ Mr. Gorman. Mr. Cbrrada, I want, to tharjk you for the help you 
have given this subcommittee. You have made us more awaYe of 
.^hfe importance of legislating fairl3^for Puerto Rico. 

We ^realize there are Americans there who have been discrimi- 
nated against unfairly and unwisely and we are doipg our best^to 
retnedy the situation. 

♦ Mr. CORRADA. 1 want to thank the distinguished chairman and I 
want to tell you how much I appreciate that at 3 a.m^, one Sunday 
morning when you had the Congress with the Senate on the tax ' 

♦ reduction bill last year, you^vere able to ^ree td the $72 nftllion 
provision for Puerto Rico and the other territories at the last 
minute and had it not been because^ of the persistance of the 
distinguished gentleman from California, we.woul^^ot have had 

- .that last year and I am sure that ho{x?iuily we will be abl^ to 
continue that for fiscal year 198t) under the terms of the bill that' 
you introducec(. 

Mr. Gorman. Next we have a panel of State legislators, Ms. 
Marshall* Senator Pizani, Assemblyman Howard Lasher, and Rep- 
' resen tat ive Paul McCarron. We Welcome you. - 



. Mr. Rang^L " ' 

Mr. RangkxI I would iik^ to welcome Joe Pisanl J had' the, 
pleasure of serving with him iii the New York State Assembly. Joe, ^, 
you moved to the senate, ' ' ^ ' ■ 

Mr. CoRMAN.,You may proceed ' ' ^/ ' \ 

'STATEMENT* OF MARY MARSHALL (DELEGATfiJVIRGINIA GEfJ- 
ERAL ASSEMBLY), CHAIRPERSON, . HUMAN RESQUBCE COM- 
MITTEE, NATrONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURE^ . 

Ms. Marshall Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and, members of the - 
sufacommitteq for this opportunity to bmiig this p^el before you. I 
clearly don't need to introduce them because you kn(^ then) ev^n ' 
perhaps ^tter than I do. * . - ■) 

oame is-iMary Marshall. I am , a - delegate, to the Vii^'nia 
C^neraJ Assembi^^^t)m Arlingto|i, and I am currently, the chair- 
person of N6SL s H^man Resources Committee. ' 

At its lust meeting in early March, the Human Resources Com-^ 
piittee adopted a policy* resolution supporting the need»for improve-' 
ments in tne delivery oT child welfare services, especially in light of 
the dedication of this year as the International Year of the Child. ' 

The* current system provides disincentives^to both providing pre- 
ventive services to a family before a child is forced to leave, and 
Enabling adoptidri for neglected. Homeless, and abused children 
who will likely be placed in foster care for extended periods. It. has , 
created a whole' system of car^ out of a supposedly temix3rary 
situation^namely, foster care. ' ^ , 
'In our policy statement, we ask that any new program address 
.the^e issues: . . ' • 

■ First, availability of preventive ^nd supportive services to fami- • 
lies whenever possible; ' 

Second,"' coverage of children whether removed from the home 
voluntarily or through court action; - / 
- Third, aiding in the reuniting of children with their natural 
families whenever possible; . * ^ 

Fourth, placement in the least restrictive and most familiar set- 
ting possible;- ' . . ^ \ . 
' Fifth, encouragement of the adoption of the children who nwght 
otherwise remain in foster car^ for extended periods; 

Sixth, subsidizing -low-income families who want to adopt chil- 
'dren with special needs; 

Seventh, requiring independentMispositipnal reyieW; and 

Eighth, consideration for States which have "already incurred 
costs for such programs^ ^ ^ 

I^et me make one- statement regarding that last point. If a child 
is eligible for AFDC at the time he or she was removed from hom6, 
that child .shoyld "be seen at the continuing responsibility ofj|||k. 
Feder^al ahei^ ^tatfe governments and thus eligible for support iflPP^; 
both programSf This was a point of serious discussion among com- ' 
mittee members, * anc] H.R. 2684, introduced by Representative ^ 
P«wney speaks to this is^sue. * 

* NCSL is very concerned about the costs of government pro- 
grams—at any level. If we are addressing a change in policy in 
part because it is more cost effective, why i^n't this, action consist- 
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ently recognized as co^t effective andj[ewarded? Why 
all efforts that fall under this approacn/ - ^ 

' The administration is offering to cover any child placed accord- 
ing to the old'standardsr-by tfce courts, or by the new^standards — 
which no cue can have exactly in plac^ in the past. Why not a 
more sensible ihclusiph of thoe^ who siinjply are 4FiX! eligible at 
the time of plaeemeqt, even if a State has fljc^n to contribute^ 
.unilateral!;^ to the* ?hild's^benefit? . / . 

But I think you really warit to from my colleagues from 
New Yorjc who came down, who. afre* very knowledgeable apB in ' 
this field. Senator Pisahi ^d^Assemblyman Lasher. 

, [The prepared statement follows:] ' ^ 

^AT^KNT.OF MaEY MaKSHALL, ChAIRPKRSON, HuMAK RKSOUftfcsS COMMirTSK, 
NATfONAL CONrKESMCS OF StATS LSGISLATUIUS 

, Mr, , Chairman and iuembers of the subcommittee, ITiank you for this opportunity 
to bring a panel of State L^islators before ^ou today to diacui^ two programs of 
kpeat importance to th<? Human R^ources Committee ol the National Conference of 
State Legislatures. ^ ' * 

My name is Mary Marshall and I am a Delegate to the Virginia Geiteral Assem- 
bly from Arlington, and I am currently the CHiairpenton of NCSL's Human He- 
sourcefi Committee. ' ' * . 

At its last meeting in early March, the Human R^uiTOS Committee adopted a 
policy resolution supporting the need for improvements in the delivery of child/ 
welfare services, especiaUy m light of the dedication of this yeai' as the Intemation- ^ 
al Year of the Child. The current system provides disincentive® to both providing , 
preventive services to a family bero??e a child is forced to leave^ and enabling 
adoption for neglected, homely and abused children who will likely be placed iiw- 
footer care for extended periods. It has created a whole system of care ou^ of a ^ 
supposedly temporary situation— namely, fosterrffare. " ' ' 

In our policy stateJnent, we ask«that any new program addr^ these is»u^: . 

1. Availability of preventive and supportive service to families whenever possiKle: " 

2. Coverage .of children whether removed from the hotne voFiin1i(Lrily. or through 
court action: , * , «' - 

3. Aidirfg in the reunitinij^of children with th^ir natural families whenev^ 
possible; * 

4. Placement in the least restrictive arid mo^t familmr setting possible: 

5. Encouragement of the adoption of children who might otherwi^ remainf in 
foster care for ^xtenSed periods; V 

0. Subsidizing low-income families who wan,t to adopt childn^n ailti subsidiiing 
familieslhat wunt to adopt children with special needs; • ^ 

7. Requiring independent dispositional review; and . 

8, Conlideration for States which have already incurred costs for such programs. 
Let me make one'statement regarding that last point. If a child was eligible for 

AFDC at the time he or she was removed from home, that child should be seen as 
the continuing responsibility of the Federal and State governments and thus eligible 
for support, from both programs. This was a point of serious discussion among 
committee member*, ana H.R. 2B84, introduced by Repr^ntative Downey, speaks 
to this issuii. NCSL is very concerrfed about the costs of government programs— at 
any level. If we are addres^ng a change In. policy in part because it is more cost- 
eiTective, why isn't this action consistently recc^nized as cost^fTective and rewa^- 
ed? Why not support ail efforts that fail under this apprqjach? 

The administration is offering to cover any child i^lated according to the old . 
standards— by the courts, or by the new standards— which no oni can nave exactly 
in place in the past. Why not a more^sensibie inclusion of those who simplj^ are 
APBC eligible at the time of placement, even if a State has chosen to contribute 
unilaterally to that child's benefit? 

That's ail the time I want to take on this subject. I thank my colleagues fVom 
New York, Senator Joseph Pisani and Assemblyman Howard Lasher, who were 
willipg to spend several hours of preparation and travel to be here today to explain 
bo^h their outstandiQg State prc^am and their concerns about any new Federal 
pr(^ip'am. - 

The {^*90nd inajor program on today's agenda is the Title XX program. In a 
. November 28th. 1978 memo, to James Mdntyre of the Office of Management and 



the Budget, and ag^iuin NC^L s review of the Pri*sident's 4980 budget, sppke of 
the.d(>*iin? for greater oifportliniti^s £pr consolidating grants in a manner similar to 
the Title XX pn^ram. This example , was. used to emphasize our satisfaction with 
the program. Yet here we are faced with a tjudget proposal which would increase a 
nuniber of categorical programs while this' exemplary pr^^p^m is left tqTace a full 
inflationary loss. 

Since this prt^ram does 'serve a large cross-sectioh of individual, it hs&n't the 
organizt^d adviAates who shout outvin its favor. That is a major reason why NC^L - 
has chosen or|be again* to declare to the Congress the need for at least constant 
dollar funding for the Title XX program. It is a most effective approach tXf intergov- 
ernmental cooperation in meeting the needs of ^he Jess fortunate. Thq block grant 
consrolidation has given States the opportunity id mix their service* prograin* to best 
meet the needs of their residents. . • 

i would like to thank Hep. Paul McCarror\ for agreeing to take time out from his 
duties at the Minnesota House to explain -the proposal he has developed fdr\i strong 
legislative role in the allocation of Title XX funds, and tcT' comment on specific ■ 
prdJX)s<Ki legislation before the SubtorQmittee. • . *• 

* • ' ■ * c ■ • • 

STATKMENT JOSEPH IL PFSANI, ^MEW YORK STATE SENATE 
(CH AIRMAN, NEW YORK TEMPORARY COMMISSION'ON CHILD 
WELFARE), ON BEHALF OF .THE^NATfONAL CONFERENCE OF 

jSiATi: le(;is^.atli{t:s 

Mn PiSANi. Congressman Corman and members of the subclain- * 
mittee, I ^waht to thank you for the opportunity to appear today 
with my colleague Assemblyman* Howard Lasher, and give my , 
vi6ws/as chairman of New York State's Temporary Stat^ Commis- 
sion on Child Welfare and his as chairman of the Assembly Child 
Care Committee, in the hope that our experience will be useful to 
you and the members of the sijbcommitte^ in reviewing the bills 
now before you. * . 

I am appearing here, as you know, at the suggestion of the 

3 Rational Conference of State Legislatures vvrhich has an understan- 
able interest in the outcome of your deliberations. 

As a member' of. the New York State, Legislature— now. in my 
14th year in Albany— my interest in the subject of foster care, ' 
adoption, and preventive services is of long standing. I have seen 
and been a part of legislative actions that have radically . altered 
the statutes of our State with respect to these subjects. ^ 

In fact, Lean say very truthfully that these laws have' changed so. 
dramatically during the last 14 years that they' would be almost 
unrecognized today to an observer who knew them then, 

But^ Mr. Chairman, while laws' can be changed with relative 
ease, given leadership and popular support, attitudes and philos- 
ophies change more slowly. So it is with child welfare in my 
State— and, is stispect; in 4D others, Wiiat have we done? 

*NciW York has changed its laws so as to encourage shorter and 
more beneficial stays in foster dare. They have had a good effect in 
many individual cases, - # 

New York has changed its laws to simplify the termination of 
parental rights in appropriate cases. Any Uopelessly moribund rela- 
tionships have, been terminated as a result. . 

New York has taken legislative steps to facilit^itc and promote 
adoptions and to subsidize adoptions for severely handicapped chil- 
dren and for poor prospective adoptive parents. Many such adop- 
tions have, in fact", taken place since that time. 

New York h^is adopted legislation and made appropriatioils" in- 
creasing the availability of preventive services in order to avert, or 




shorten, or prevent the recurrence of, foster care by treating prob- 
iems whei^ they lie, in the home. Aifd mmy families that would 
otherwise nave been separated are now together^ * . 

New York, in sHort, is a lead^ in terms of legislation enacted 
'over the ^aat dectide to reform our child welfare system. Given the 
problems — many the rather unique — of a child^ welfare system 
which evolved from a mixture of voUintary and public effoH ove^ .a 
^ period of^three centuries, New York cony^ares favorably with most 
of its ^ipter States, and our legislative, record is without parallel. 

But these comforting' facts cannot mask the ffep^ttic that institu- 
tional a^^ personal attitiides in thp child welfare field ?md change- 
ing characteristics in the child welfare population have, despite our 
efforts, prcxiuced longer average stays in foster care for the popula- 
tion as a whole, a decrease in the total number of children adopted 
and the widespread unavailability of preventive services the 
times and places when they are most needed. 

In New York State, our child welfare •system ^is prdfoundly dys- 
functional. It is'.badly coordinated. It is poorely trait^,' poorely 
managed, and inadequately manitored. It has been up to now taken 
as a whole, despite our lawmaking unresponsive to studies and 
exhortations and either unwilling or unable to comply. effectively 
with the spirit of the laws which our legislature has enacted, I 
must report to you, although I see major movement for it this year. 

The Temporary Commission on Child Welfare has i:dUctahtiy 
concluded that, while more'funds for preventive services: are a vital 
ingredient ia the reforms which we now proposed to accomplish 
through legislation, we must also invoke the certainty of severe 
financial sanctions reliable, consistent monitoring and the credible 
threat of abolition of those agencies and programs which fail to 
perform their duties to a satisfactor5^ standard. 

All of thes?e ingredients will be contained in the Child Welfare 
Reform Act of 1979 which Assemblyman Hownrcf Lasher and 1 will 
be inlVoduqing within the ne^t 2 wi^ks. In other, words, Mr. Chair- 
man, we are going to use, abng with the traditional carrot? an 
untraditional stick. " • , 

Perhiips this sounds harsh. It is harsh. But it is p^ot as harsh as 
an entire childhood spent needlessly in the impermanence of foster 
care. It is not as harsh as the final, legal dissolution of a family 
which, with proper assistance, might have been saved. And it is not 
too harsh for a system which prompted the following observation 
from one of its most outstanding individdal participants in New 
York City, Sister Mafy Paul: 

Sonu* trawuMi obs^'rvurt; havi* comv to question wh{yh«*r nurnb^T-s of children nuw 
in fostt-r uare ami the knuis ui' carv olft'red IheVn "^^W nut ^h.' largely a inunction of 
spaces avaiiabU* rather than the einpiricif! refiectij/ris of the runnls ol' the children 
and faniiUes ( j 

So much for preamble, now I would likKi4) make a fe\y observa- 
tions, based on pur New York experience, on the most^i important 
particuiars*of the bilh that are before this subcomthiUee. 

One key .subject is the question of capping or limiting Federal 
commitments of Federal dollars for foster care. l agree 100 percent 
with the philosophy of those who advocate capping. Foster care has 
to be curbed, artd the industry has made clear—in New, York, at 
least— that it w^n't curb itself. 
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^But: the probien^with capping is a practical onfe. Capping does, 
nbt afford protec^Bn gainst the effects- of inflation — especiall;^ 
douhlesiigitnnflation. * ' ^ . 

^Capping also disregards fluctuations in the caseload. It ''would 
permit pef capital spending on a declining caseload but it would 
cqpipe^ inadequate spending per child in a rising caselojid.. 

It is all well anigood for the Federal Covernment to adopt cai^, ^ 
^ but at the* focal level, your caps cannot affect ii\e condition^ that ^ 
cause the intake 6f children into foster care. They. will dimply jeave \ 
' . - the State and/or Jocal go^fernments holding the making State - 
a'ftd local fiscal problems "feven worse. ' - 

The administration proposal, I understand, attempts to make 
allowances in its formma for inflatioiii to nx^et thjs obvious objec^^ ' 
tion.' 'While it recognized the problem, I fi^. it is rather simple- 
V approach failes to address it adequately. , ' 

The practical ansv^er to th^ problenv that capping seeks to ady 
, dress,*! believe, is much less easy than capping but miiCh mor» 
promising. Th^t answer is outting the foster care caseload. . / 

Hpw? Basically i^three general ways—all of whicH are id*' ^ 
dressed/in the bills uhder considex^ation. They collectively attack 
the foster^ care problem itself; they do not — like capping— take the 
King Canute approach, ordering the child welfare population to 
stand still - . -^i ^ # : ^ 

One of these ways is the provision of what is generally called 
preventive services: Effective help to a child or family before the 
' child enters foster care; help to the family during the foster care 
penorflso th^ child, can go home sooner; and help after the child's 
return from foster care to prevent a reoccurrence. 

Let us remember that, while we tend to talk al>out the child in^^ 
foster care— and the footer care industry likes tfiai exclusive focus 
on the child — we must talk about fehe child in the context of the . 
child's family. Two recent studies in my State indicated that, only 
20 percent of foster-cdre situations were caused by child centered 
^ J problems. The other 80 percent were home and parent centered 
problems which would continue to fester and probably grow worse* . 
even if we spent ah unlimited sum on the child in foster care. 

Preventive services, Mr. Chairman, saves a lot of money, and it 
.saves a lot of families. You donl ha^e to ta^ke rhy word for it. 
Before the present Child Welfare Commission was created, the 
Legislature of New York, at my request, approved the so<alled 911 
Project named for chapter Oil of the laws of 1973 — which, over a 2- 
ydar period, demonstrated *in thrtn? dissimilar areas of New York 
' - State that preventive services, provid^ni even as late as the brink of 
foster care would still, in most cases, preserve families which were 
otherwise doomed to separation. : ' ^ • 

This Was the conclusion reached by the Child Welfare Leagiie of 
America which superviscni the entire process. They established not 
only thaj preventive services worked but that they worked at a 
' friiction of the cost of fdster care. The 911 experience, of -course, 
was one of jnany which reached the same resujt. { 

BuU if we are g(^ing to make \)^wentive .services available to 
children and families with entry into the limbo of foster care, you 
in Congress are going to have to Jrevise present funding arrange- 
ments. Rights now, you subsidize faster care for most children in 
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foste* care. But, except incidentally, you do not subsidize the provi- 
. siow of flreventive services. i ' , 

The result is that both \Yashin^on and the States are wasting 
iaxpayers money ^'Yoh pay 'a heavy share of our high foster-k;are 
CQsts. But we go it alone Qn our. low^ preventive %ervices costs and 
therefore end up spenmng' i^dre money. You are 'paying us to do 
the wrong thing, and p^viding us with fiscal disincentives, to do 
thQ rigftt thing. I am sure that this was not the considered intent. 

of Congress. a ' <■ ' 

'I am glad to note th^t the bills before you would change that 
direction, h%t I oppose limiting FeSderal aliocations for preventive 
services, which I interpret to 'be the consequence, of these bills. 
* Fedei^gl participation 'here, as- for foster care maintenancei,. should 
be 6a an open ended basis. i . - V ' 'j 

Ij^case. after casej in ^ew York anti elsewhere, we ftsweg^ leaf ned 
that preventive services provide '^i healthier and cheaper alterna- 
tive to foster care in a high percentage of ca^s. Ypt, right now, in 
New York State, preventive services projects that are w6rking are 
being phased out because local m&tching funds are not available. 
No local gov»nmeht ever thinks of phasing out , foster care— not 
only becauseT"oster care services are needed— but because foster 
cafe comes with that big Federal match. • 

Our second general way of reducing foster care and its costs, Mr; 
Chairman, comes under the important heading of adoption serv- 
icesJ: Freeing children^ for adoption when they have no reasonable 
chance of returning to their natural homes; aggressively seeking 
out adoptive homes for the' children so freed; and- subsidizing the 
adoption— where justified and necessary— so that the new parents 
can maintain a depent standard of home life while absorbing a new 
family member. New YorH was the first State in the Nation to 
enact adoption subsidies. , • ... 

I take some satisfaction in saying that two of my commissions 
most fruitful studies were carried out in this area. One of them 
funded by the way, under title IV-B-— Barriers^ to the Freeing of 
Children for Adoption— was completed^ in with the adoption of 
legislation simplifying the process of severing parental rights m 
those csises where it was clearly called for. 

A second, completed in 1977, called for broad-scale improvement 
in the delivery of adoption services— training, home-finding, coun- 
seling, 'et cetera— to find homt^s for the children so freed. That 
kudy titled "Incentive to Adoptive Placement," led to enactment of 
legislation for the broadening of New York's program of adoption 
subsidies to desirable and. eligible low income families. 

1 brought along with me, Mr. Chairman, a complete set of re- 
ports that we are formulated by the T^emporary State Commission 
on Child Welfare. 1 ai^ going to tender ♦hem to you for perhaps 
inclusion in your library or review by your staTf people, 
Mr. CoRMAN. they will be made part of our file. 

'Mr. PisANi. My colleague, Assemblyman Howard Lasher, the 
chairman of the New York State Assembly's Committee on Child 
Care is developing and promoting our common objectives in the 
adoption area. 
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IV^e than that, he is recognized a3 a leader in Albany in <she 
development anci enactment of ^any differen* rfeforrpS in the child 
welfare field. « V ^ * _ 

Wq have wofif^^ together as a tJeam, and I am proud to have him 
joiA me in presertfcing our oteervations and recommendations here 
today,* He will continue our discussion on adoptions artd address 
dur third major point— foster care accountability. 
Assemblyman, Howard Lasher, my cqjleagye, J- ' 
Mr/I>ASHER,'^r. Chairman, Members qf Congress, I haVe a pre- 
pared text for you whic|jp^* think"^ you are all very capable 6f 
reading, 'f think ( would just Hke to poin^ out some obsarvatipns 
and let yoi| get on. . ' . ^ 

Mr, Coi^M AN.. Without objec|pn, your full statement will be ma4e 



a jiartjof the reqord 

BTA'BEMKNT OF HOWARD h. LASHRlC ASSEMBI.YMAN, NEW 
,Y()KK STATE ASSEMtJLY ((4IAIRMAN, (OMMITTEE ON CHILD 
v ( AUE) ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE O^ 

Mf/LASHra There are a numlx?r of observations L would like to 
make, one of them being which Joe stated before, and I think it 
needs reiteration. The methods and methodologies, I think, of yes- 
teryear do not work any more. It is up to Congress to really begin 
to took at new ideas and new systems. / 

The traditional values and traditional! roles of voluntary agencies 
and the metKc^ of caring for children no longer exist. We are 
dealing with phenomena and. social beings we never had before. We 
have a million childi^n of 'divorced parents out there whom- we 
never had before. 

In the State of New York^at any one given fimeVe have 40,000 
children in fost^ care, 20,000 coming in, in any one gi%'en year^and 
another 40,000 children out there* as runaways. In the State of New 
Yprk we are talking about a |K)pulation of HOjMK) children separat- 
ed from their parents at^ any one given time. The nuniljg^rs are 
staggering. 

•New approaches arc needed. We have to get back into the basis 
of the family. I think We should take a Hard and fast look at the 
family, which is. disintegrating. What we have known *as a father 
'and mc5ther and family Unit no longer exists. The old approaches 
we had don't work. ^ . 

' We have to l>egin to place and . get government behind^ those 
programs thut begin to work. The working programs need^-money 
to keep t\\e famiiy together, money t^) supfK?rt S4*rvice^s, 

We no longer live in an age of simple/ techrfclogyr ours- is <ad- 
vanced tiH.'hnology. We are running away with ourselves. The 
stresses and strains are tearing apaft the fabric of our society. 
Motheri5 and fathers cannot cope t<xlay with the types of pressures 
that . they have. We must get in and help that family, If help 
that family, I taMieve that in the State of New York that |X)puIa- 
tioh in the foster care field will diminish. . 

We will be saving overall millions of dollars. We s|>end $H00 
million in foster care' in -New York. BetwQt^n all the funding we 
. have, Federal Government, State, local, city match. Wt*^do nOt have 
the dollars anymore. By inflation and methodology, much of the 
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local moneys which N#re able to be used for these typ^. of pro- 
gmms just do not exist; By inflation in the tax rat^— much of the 
money goes to' the Fedei?^ government. We in the State and local, 
citK, do- 9ot'^ave th€i»donkre fdr innovative programs 

We have to follow^ the lead that the Congress makes. If Congress 
gays we are going to put dollars in preVentive service ^nd adoption 
subsidies, the States wiJl follow suit. Weliave attempted to follow 
the runaway program^ We had a commitment for $2 milliod. We 

. set forth a model act which was a runaway act wliich set forth 
hom^s for the homeless youth. " . 

This year the money is just not ii)^ the budget. Just a piddling^' 
portion has been put in. These are the types of things we have to 
talk about. I would, like to talk about just perhaps in scope and in 
de,tail a little bit of what we have now found to be a developing 
item with respect to the way we view foster care in the State of 
New To>k and that is that- the traditional values I talked about 
before just will not work any more. We haVe formed a bill which if - 
the committee v\(Ouid like .we can give you a draft of, wljat we are 

•working on at the present time and th^ is very careful case-by- 
case studies to force tM ^ericies^nqw to toe the Jine. 

We have found in many cas^ many times there is no real 
preparation. We have now set up an overall review procedure. We 

..^ire deiine^ing feature by feature what voluntary agencies must do 
for children.* We are attempting to front load it to*say that we in 
the State of New York are putting our emphasis on preventive 
service. 

Preventive service, is the way to go to keep the child in the 
family. It is a mini^ule amount as compared to foster care. We 
have set up a review procedure whereby if in fact children_ fall out 
of the norm and the agency is keeping them loo long— I might add 
in the State of New York th^avdrage time that a child siJends in 
• foster care is 5.4 years whichMs just an astronomical figure. • _ 

If you start multiplying 5.4 years time the number of 40,000 
times the number of dollars it costs to keep in foster care, you can 
see what types of figures we.are talking about. 

We are also talking about -going to the other end of the^spectrum 
because if you, provide fulV service for.a child you have to get them 
out of foster care and into adoption. We look to the Federal Gov- 
ernment for assistance both on the-front and back end. • 

You are there on foster care. It perpetuates a system of foster 
*care and we wguld like your help on the front and back ends. We 
will implement" ;U- We have a new computer syst^ to monitor 
every child every^Btep along the way, but we neted.your help With 
the" preventive service aspect of it. "it is about time that Congress 
said let us do what is best for the children. Let us r'eexamine, and 
as for capping, I agree with Joe, it will not work. It is something 
. that is not going' to be in thrbest interest of the child. Believe me, 
we in the State of New York would like to save' as many dollars as 
we can in foster care and out of foster care. ' . r 

1 do not care how much money you open end .-for us in foster 
care, we wiil try to koep it down as much as we can, ■ - 

"There is one other provision that makes no sense. That was Uie 
•({-month review. Within the bills that I have come across, you are 
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asking" for 6-month review as we have an 18-month review now in 
New York State. '.' . , * • . 

If we have a 6-month .review with all the req«irements you have 
put in the bill, not figuring everybody, legal ccpnsel and traditional 
administrations; the family -courts in the State of J<ew -York are 
just ^oing to be so oyerbur4ened^his would be all they would be 

doing. * ' • . . 

Now, they are at their capacity. The 6-month review, admmistra- 
tive or judicial, which you have within the bill now must go. It just 
makes no sense. We have a full system that, will be trackmg 
everybody from inception to ends. We will be m^ing sure they 
■have, the 3-month, S-month, 9-month plans. They^ill be trapped 
and if they do not meet the plans in the State of New York under 
the bill we have proposed there will be disincentives and they will 
be' cut off from funding, no ifs, but's, or m^iybe's. Everyljody will be 
spelled out in the bilL item by item, as to what they must do. 

We are tracking the rules and regulations both Federal, State, 
and the rules of the department of social , services, in order to make 
sure that everything is complied with by the voluntary agencies. 

So, instead of going on and on, all I say to you, Mr. Chairman 
and committee, is that we have to lo<?k at nev-^ethods and look at 
new modes. The old ways will not work, any more. They make no 
sense for us. They are perpetuating what -has become costly and 
outmoded and not good for the children. - . _ 

I think that I agree that in this the International. Year of the 
Child, it* is time we really looked 'to -what benefits the children 
rather than what benefits the system. 

Thank you. , , , , ^ , . 

Mr. Rangel. Thank you. I think all of you should be congratulat- 
ed for the interest and compassion you bring to the problem chil- 
dren face, hut it certainly is not a very attractive political issue. 

In our assistance subsidy for adoptive kids, do v^e \neans test the 
family? I notice in your testimony you mentioned low-income fami- 
lies. Is it really restricted? 

Mr. PiSANi When we first limited, relimited to foster parents— 
we did the 'first bill when you were in the assembly with me. Thgn 
we broadened it to all adoptions, but there i^ means test attached 
to it The only place .jyhere there is not a means test is where there 
is a specific subsidy for specific handicapped problems to mduce 
adoption of handicapped children. ^ 

' That is a special section of the law which I passed 5 years ago, 
{living essential adoption subsidy to those who . meet the needs test. 

The me^ns test is too low. We have raised it and we remember 
the fact it j;ost less to the taxpayer to jncrease the, subsidy for 
adoption than to pay the full total load of foster care. 

If you hiave people getting foster care reimbursement they are 
not going to impoverish themselVes and deprive the rest of their 
families in Order to 'adopt a child when they can keep that' child in 
their home— virtually de facto adoption,' if you w.iil— and get foster 
care subsidy. 

[The prersared statement follows:] / 



_ CENT O>^H0WAHP L. LABHkK, AS8£M&LVMAN, NeW YoRK ^TATS L£GISXJ^T0R\ 

^AiRjixN, CoMjicm^ ON QuLD C^t^ ON Bkhalt OK THs Nauonal Ck)Nr£Si&NCi: 

I^pi^din^ to the growing needs and problems- of our children^ the New Vork 
St^ Assembly in 1975 formed the fcommittee on Child Care, of which I am 
chairman. We have been fortunate in hating research and recommendations from 
the Tempomrj' State Commission on Child Welfare, which Senator Pi»ani heads. 

Untii 1976, our state made.limited effprta to encourage adoption for its children in 
foster care. Without proper reimbur^ment for adaption serv|c^ agencies did not 
provide them. a 

We know now that we can build n^w famili^ by adoption, even for the.chiMi^n 
that the child^ welfare system seemed to write ofT as unadoptable. 'Like other 
preventive services, adoption serviqai iia^ demonstrated that very few Children 
indeed cannot find permanent iKun^ . ' ' r > 

We needed adoption serviced^and adoption su&idies, et^pecially toTii^d ho^es/or 
the "hard to place"— children of minority r^ces, handicapped, ojder, sibling gtt>up6. 

New'^ork found it necessary to manda|i such set;vio^ ai training, home findings 
coun^ling and aftercare. We provided a state ad^ion faook^^th picture listing of 
every child who had remained in foster care forra^ months after being fr^ed for« 
adoption. , ' . ' • 

Subsidies were criiciai, especially for the children who most needed hfimes. The 
parentb most likely to adopt these special children— and who are perhaps the ^ 
families most appropriate for.hiany of them— are predominantly iow^r income 
famili^. . - ^ 

Increas/^ng^ the word "subsidy'' is a risky one to use to the prospecftive donoylV/ 
even perhap^ in Congress, But our subsidies are much lower than our f#ter care 
costs. Nfost are limited to the standing board rate we paid to a fo»t«r» family— we 
save the almost equal amount Uiat go^ to an authorized agency to handle the case«. 
We do pay medical' costs for hard-to-place cluldren/iri adoption, a3 we do in foster 
care. ' % 

This means substantial saving to the taxpayer? but even more important savings 
•to the child, For the first time, for many chiloren, adoption ofTers permanence anid 
stability in homes. of their own. ^ 

Our savings are larger than would be provided by some proposals before you. If I 
understand thenp correctly, subsidies could exceed actual foster care maintenance 
costs. 

Unfortunately, the federal government has made adoption subsidies disadvanta- . 
geous to. the states and therefore to the child care agencies. I am glad that you 
propose to correct the situation, but would caution against capping J^eral commit- 
mentii' in <this area of the higlie&t priority. No federal . policy should encoura^ a 
state, and an agency, to make the wrong decision for a child onlv for dollar savingB. 

N^ew York State is also tackling the is«>i4e of ^'accountability' —making the child 
care system nssponsive to the needs of each j^irticuiar child and his or her family, .a 
system which is child effective and cost effective. 

It is immensely satisfying to know ^hat your legislative proposals also reflect this 
approach for all children in foster care, whether or not they" were placed volur^tap- 
ily. They would condition continued federal aid to the stat^ upon tneir compliance ^. 
with rigorous new management criteria ^ ; ' - 

For example, we fully endorse the IS-montjK judicial review of foister c^te. place- 
ments. This concept, which Senator Pisani mtrcxiuced successfully in bur 1970 
Legislature, has made a significant and positive impact on agency efforts in finding 
permanent homes. ^ v 

I would caution that prc>posals for a six-month judkial or administrative review, 
with notice to all parties and other legal trappings seem ^fXtremeiy cumbersonje aJnd 
capable of defeating the legislative intent. 

&ven our 18-nionth reviews have ^aroused some criticism, for diverting caseworker 
time from service, to preparing for the review. A formal review twicer year might'' 
indeed hurt rather than help the service needed to \^n\te a:6hild with the biol(^icai 
family or with ^ adoptive family. . ' " v ' - ' 

We are just ^noW developing a significant legk^ative initiative, -called the Child ■ 
Welfare Reibrin Act of 1979^ J;o' stress accountabiiity. it will provide for a re^iponsi-^ 
ble evaluation of service neeSs,. pre-placement ^rvices and rigorous case planning, 
under realistic,. time-Umitcd»goals- . ; ' ' ^ ^ 

Compliance with the judicial, review .arid o^her legal mandates, as j^eu as new 
standards for utilization review, would all be preconditions for ^tate. aid. We ar« 
goinj? even farther, setting jjtandards under which a noncomplying child care ug^noy 
could be put out of business because it would not receive ^tate funds. 
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The tooi that will make this enfon^ment jx»sible is our new Child Gare Review 
Service, a computeased foster care management iuformation system to trm^ An- 
cles* actions for chifdreri in their care. ' / ' 

I see that our approach— building 6a New York State's unique aanainistrative ami 
statutory, account^lity structure— is emulated in the prc'ixjfiais/you are consider- 

°f)ne point of departure between our approaches, however, is*significali^ 

Our l^slation does not only '^'lay down the law" t^ the staters chiidrcare system^ 
requiring fuil accountaiDilityfor foster care, it ajso require a conip&rt^nsive review ^ 
and case management from the time a child enters the system, ^e are determined ^' 
that preventive and £^ipption services will succeed. We inust ^yoid the same mis-'' 
taki^ in providing alternative service as we didin funding foster care. 

Senator Pisani and I have summarized the achievements and objectives of the 
Citild Welfare Commission and the Assembly Child Care Committee, and our work 
at present. " ' . 

We find satisfaction, in knowing that the jwxjposais before, your subcommittee 
embody some reforms which we have pioneerfed, , /" 

tn the final ;*nalysis. Congress will determine whether federal policies will hetp us\ 
or hinder ^us. If Congre^ decided to subsidize only the outmoded and unprodudtive 
foster care system, our efforts may be. largely unavailing. The system would conlin- 
ue to. reward governments and therefore agencies, for keeping children aw^ from 
their families and discour^age a child's right to a perjnanent home. 

If you will join us in mandating and rewarding preventive and adoption ser^^ces, 
and reinforce our commitiffent to strong measures of accountability, all fifty stateii 
can create a good life for society's most disSidvantaged members— abused childi^a, 
handicapped children, poor children.' ^ 

This will ejtompUfy constructive 'federal-state partnership toward a single Mpc- 

^ J^ator Pisani and I- thank you for inviting us to this hearing, and for listening to 
our presentations. We both welcon^ any questions you amy wish to ask us. 

Mr, Rangel. That is one of the problem3 we have with this bill 
we are working on, which imposes a cap at 200 percent of State 
median income as well as a 3-percent Ceiling on the ^^mount of title 
XX funds that could be used for training. 

It jugt appears that Congress" adempts to penalize those States 
that havfe the most progressive records, ' " ^ 

Mr. Pisani. Basically, I think it is a question of recognizing the 
dynaniics of the problem. The f^ter care problem is changing 
every day becd'Kse the needs of the population are changing. The 
characteristics of the foster care population are changing every 
day. . ^. ■ ' . 

I am thrilled to be here today to talk on these issues because 
really the first time that Congress , has come to grip§ with some of 
the effective programs and methodology to prevent foster care and 
deliver service to children and save children and save families. 
^ What I am quarreling with ^ that I think spme of your mecha- 
nisms are not going to accomplish *the goals that I think you arid I > 
"^share. Perhaps this kind of enlightenment will help you restruc- 
ture your, financing mechanisms. - ^ 

Mr. Rangkl, Our mechaitisms were all right untiUhey got to the 
administration. It is what we got bapk.th^t is giving us. difficulties. 

Mr. Lasher,. It leaves out 100 percent total and completely pre- 
vent! vte ^rvic^. ^ K " 

I received a copy today of the administration's bill which was to 
have been printed up last night with their proposal and the thing 
it does leave out is 100 percent' preventive services. 

It just does not exist. I think being from the State of New York 
the formula they use. with respect to ' reimbursement is kind of 
haphazard reimbursement formula, squaring the. median income 



and tTien running anywhere from 50 to 83 percent. I do not want to 
tell you what that does to the State of New York. That another 
portion found in the bill. r ^ 

Mr. PiSANi. Preventive services, N'o. .1 depends-on your prioritiesr 
One saving monej^. No. 2, but evQUfmore importantly humanistical- 
ly, we can save kids. Whereas you are willing to spend jnoney to 
. put kids in foster care that traumatizes children aT the outset and 
perhaps lessens or eliminates the opportunities tor them to gof^ack 
into their families, and^ielps desfroy families. It costs .more. You 
are willing to pay and share in that enormous cost and all ^ve are 
^sking*you to do is to reestablish those priorities and evaluate 
these new programs. 

Preventive services is a new. concept and I think we have to 
recogni'ze it is" a, valid concept. It h^s b^n tried and tested and it 
works and 1 tell my colleagues on both sides Qf the ai»le, depending 
on what their priqritie^ are, if you want to save kids, thiS will do itr 

The other— you want to save n;ujiiey — this will do it, too. It is a 
very interesting program. It is theTirst time in social services Ixan 
go before my colleagues and say: **I have an effective sociaLservice 
program that does not cost more money, that will, in 'fac\ save 
money/' ' * * * 

Mr. Ran(;kl. How will you handle basic welfare grants? 

Mr. Downey. ^ 

Mr. PiSANi. I will consider that a rhetorical question. 

Mr, DowNKY. I want* to say, .Mr. Chairman, I am really proud of 
the State senator and the assemblyman for the testimony they 
have given today. I think it highlights sgme of the things we have 
been saying, and if Charlie^Rangel and I were the* ones to write the 
bill, obviously Ntw.Yqrk would do rather well. 

Mr, LASfiER. I km sure you would be fair to everybody. 

Mr. l)owNEY. vThat is tru^. One of the things I want to ask' you 
about are some of *the dollar, amounts that are fh .the bill, so 
possibly *you could addr^^ss yourselves' to whjjt impact, if any, they 
will have^ My understandiri|( is under 4(b) basically New York will 
get approximately an additional $4 million for child welfare serv- 
ices. "What will that do for our State? ^ , 

Mr. Las-hkr. $4 million is almost like a drop in the'bucket. We 
are talking about— let us talk realistic figures— we are talking, 
about a ^j!)^00 million child welfare system, just on the foster care 
end of it. Pla4.*t* $4 million next to that figure? and really where are 
ypti going?' We are talking abtn^t for all different programs. We are 
not talking about for onp program.- 

When you talk alK>ut preventive service, we just plit out a 
runaway grant last year. That was the first bill and the initial 
appropriation w^as $750, {)()(). It was supposed to be increased to $2 
million this year. We already have $^^.75 milliop in proposals. What 
is $4 million in this type of projei:t? We applaud it. We heed every 
penny we can get» but it is like* a drop in the bucket You are 
asking us to do ail sort^ of things wjth $4 million, all sorts, of 
service to 'provide for children and we are asking ^pu for the 
dollars. ; 

I would like to say while you are on it, you have proposed a bill 
'in Congress which we 'have applauded very strongly and we hope 
you will continue the fine work- ' . • 



Mr* Downey* Thank yau. In other words, what you are sayin 
the $4 million we are giving you ahd the requirements we s^^li 
making of you will leave our State on' the short ^nd of the stick? 

Mr. FiSANi. No question about it $4 miliiori nowhere approaches' 
Hhe problem. . It is like giving us a piece' of dry toast when we are 
* famished. Some of* the Concepts in this biil ar6, unless \ve delivef 
preventive service we mi^ht be precluded from getting foster care . 
moneys. In other words, you will say you give us ail. the money we 
need for foster care, but limit us to M million in order to accom- 
plish -^lie condition precedent and -that is delivery oif ^reventtye 
-service and it no y/ay can possibly Approach the problem. - 

We need. substantially more and it will save mohey in, the end. I 
can emphasize that more strijngly. 

Mr. Lather. Let me add, part of that $4 millio*^: the requirement 
is the 6-month review I talRed'kbout. * 

Mr. PisAni. Howard suggested to you it will cost a lot of itloney, 
the S-month review. I created tKe first review in child welfare; 392 
of our law. It was a 24-montK review called the Pisani review. We 
have it to 18 months. AH our foster care cases today must be 
judicially approved under the social service law s^, there is a court 
review initially. . , ^ \ ' • 

We have a requirement for plans, 3-month, 6-month, 9-month 
plans. We have all the safeguards that I think will preclude the 
necessity of the very expensive and time-consuming 6-month re- 
views. , 

I would suggest if you want to require us to do something, 
require, us to give preventive service, give us the money it would 
cost us to do 6-month, reviews ahd we might be talking about 
something. 

Mr. Downey. Let" me ask you about the 75-25 match on welfare 
service. Is your concern about the delivery of welfare service? Aside 
from the fact that we are going to be requiring you to do more, 
would 100 percent straight Federal share be better for your State 
than 25 percent mat«jCr That is a rhetorical question, btit I would 
like you to address the whole question of the* formula 75-25. 

Mr. PiSA^Ni. How do you accommodate local match with your 100 
percfent? There isn't any. * 

Mr. Downey. I am interested in the fact you are going to have 
an increased financial burden. 

Mr. Pisani. I do not know— naturally, if you give us 100 percent 
we will take i\. We would utilize it, but I do not kmdw whether or. 
•not it is realistic, 

Mr. Downey. It was in. the original Broadhead bill. The child 
welfare service provision would not have been a match; il would 
. have been a'straight 100 percent. 

Mr. PisAtNL One hundred percent with what kirW of cap? In 
other words, if you give us ,100 percent and you give us ojily $4- 
mllUon, theoretically forget it We would rather take 75-25 or 50 
percept if you give us $50 million. The percentage means nothing. 
It is the bottom line. How miich money will we effectively get to 
deliver the kfnds. of serviCe projframs that you yourself and your 
legislation have recognized to be the necessity. , ^ ■ , 

Mr, Downey. I think in* fairness, Senator Pisani, I am not risking 
. the . question as clearly as might. The , cap— and I have been 



confuseid at)out,this-^is on the 4(a) money and there is ian outright 
limit on the authorization for the 4(b) whiqh the administration 
folds into what they call 4(e). . . , ' • V. ' . • 

What I was getting at was^^the fact that, with the 25-percent cap, 
-yqu have problems/ 1 "^^v^ted^y^ to say that it was the State, th^t ^ 
has td^put Up^' more money and tixat makes it harder, but I will 

answer my QWi^ ^^tion.^ ^^^^ ^ " ^ ' 

■ vM^^ ' • * - ' - ^ 

Mr^DowNKY, Senator, on page 4 -of your, statement, you my that^ 
all tlfe-ii]igredients will be contained in Cliild Welfare lieform Act 
of 1979^,, which yoij have introduced. You say ;fou are going to use* 
alons^ with the t^itibnal carrot,' t^i^^trajiifcionai sUck-^ you 
tell us a little, aliout that? 

Mr. PiSANi. Regarding to have included .in child welfare sysiem 
for the first time sai^ctions for failing to^do those things that.you 
ax^ required to do by 4awr naniely, ming of a pla^, t|^e 358(a), an 
aypearancie of 392 visitation. The bottom end gf that stipk is a total 
case monitoring and if the overall performance of an agency is ' 
subfitandai^, S decertification, of agen 

In other words^ we are telling agertcies thaVy^u have, got to^ 
perform;. No longt^r will we tolerate your taJ^g children and ware- 
hoiisii^ them.. You have to deljyer servic^ to them a^ld if yoiijlo • 
not deliver services to th^n?, we>viU attach- penaliti^ by deriving 
you of reimfaurseAent and aid which we feel is something c6m- 
pl^teiy new in the child jvelfare system an^ we are- dlso including, 
as J[ said, utilization re^^eW borrowing^fl^ the |iMtitK services , 
concept of utilization review and implanting it witl^^wdifi^ 
the (^Id welfare^ GeI4. ^ '\ . ' - , ^ 

Mr. Lasher. I nave copies of a draft which we have 4)it!e'pared. : 
-■Hoiiefully, it:wiIL be preliminary, to the joint efforts, in th"^ joint 
bill, that-you would like. ' - 

Mr. Dqwney, I would like the joint draft entered i;i the record, if 
we could. 

Mr. RANGELVit is sb orderedT ■ 

'fthe draft follow^^^j • , V 

V Nisiw York Statk Asskmi^ 

' ^ COMMltVKE ON GhILO]CaR£. ■ 

To Child car^ oi^aniiatidns and agencies, "^^^ 
FjiOH. Assemblyman . Howard L, Lash^^r^ Chairman, Assembly ^Committee on Child 

Care. " \ ' . ■ - ' ' 

Su&ject:^ Propotial &T pertnansiicy piannm^ V . 

I ask your comments on the enct)M6d draft of a bill that wilf be a landmark in the 
child care system qf New York State, . ^ ^ 

Th» bill stretises long.ferm firiaiidal investments .in 'permanence dnd preN^tive 
services for children, a^Qjig.with staff training, accountability ^and case management 
. in. operating care programs. , 

Our corfimitt^' and its staff have worked to reconcile two problems; to improve 
child care while, recognizing -a public rnandate to use -public funds affectively". ,/ 

i know you will share my enthusiasm in developing a comprehensive oyeth^ul of 
these most important procedures, 



An Act to amend the tiocial aervice« law, in relation to per;mjuieitcy plarwiing for. 

children and their familit^ the prov^ion of preventiN^ service to avoid foster . 

care, the establishment of a caise management syBtem and to repeal paipagraph 
V (m) of subdivisioYi six of section three hundred mnety^ight and subdivi&ion five 

of section three hundred seventy4wo< of the ijocial servicei* law relatingto the 

provision of preveative i^rvicses^nd to the itatewide adoption service, renpec- 

tively,. 4 . ■ ' • - 

to delineate a state policy of providing p<?rmanent homes for children Who. are ^ 
currently in fost*?r care or .ttt high risk of eniering fpster care. Thi^ policy wUl^ be 
established by a new emphaiis on preventive services to maintain family relation- 
ships and reunite families whenever pofisibie; renewed emphasis on accountability 
witJun the^foster care system to iniure 4hat tlie needs, of .the children in care are 
appropriately met; and changes, in adoption services iu ordm- to provide adoptive 
iomes fyr those childr^ who nettd them. ^ 4 . . ' , 

^ ' V SWMMAKY OK l^KOV^JONS 

Adci^ a new title 4 to Article 6 of the Social Services La>^ to providij for perma- 
ntMicy planning for children. Thifr new title requires local district^ to conduct a 

diiignostic a^*ssment for each child who is an applicant for fotiU»r care and devekjp 
an appropriate goal-ori^tnted permanency plan for that child: The new title also 
defines preventive S€»rvices as ths^ b^pjX)rtive and rehabilitative servicet$ provided 
ac^prding to ^e pi»rmefiency plan to avert the need for foster care. Th^ services 
wilUnitially be funded at an enriched ^tate match qfiJO percent With an ••additional 
Vy percent mutch provided when Uie child mnains Out of care for 6 months. (This 
enriched formula will increase to 75 percent with 12*^ pi^rcect additional upon the 
completion of stage I! of the C^iild Care Review Service) This title also provides for 
training xxf child care workers to promote permanency • for- children, and codihe® 
tberetofofe regulatory requsrement^^ for case management and standards. of ^dminia- 
•tration fbr foster care. ^ _ . ' i ' * r r \ 

^ ^ Adds a new § \r<\^d of lite Social Service' Law to Imut reimbursement for foster 
care to thost> agencies t bat ^are in compliance with s^^tutory requirements relating 
to case managenient and adoption services. '* . - - ^' 

Amends § l^lH-a and ^^r^S-b Social Service Law to * conform witb. rii?w § ir),^-d. 
Amejndj? si>clion 372-c to clearly delineate under w^haf circumstances a child shall 
W be referred to the^Statewide Adoption Service.. . 

Adds new>§a72-e Social Scrt'ices La% require authorized agencies to set uni- 
form standards for reviewing and accepting adoptive parents and provides an iippeal 
pnK-eiW for pepjJns whose application for accej)tance as adaptive parents has been 

^**!wnds § Social fn^in^iii^jAJW to Khorten fj^om 2 years to 18 months the time 
riHiuiri'^i bi^fnreMaster parents can Apply fur adoption of. a toster chi]# or a6t, jus a 
matter of right, as ;^n IntcVektHi party , ih any pYociH-^iing to deUM'iTi me .the .custody 

of such fnster child. . v *^ . ' . . ' ' . • ' r • t 

' Adds 'new IfWT ' Social Services Iaiw to authorr/e the tommis^joner of Social 
-vServ^ces to develop standards to determine when un authonziKl iigency or one or 
nion» of \<H programs is ineligible to receive public foster^are or prcvfeiitive services 

^^'\dds new^;^9S--b Soci;hrS4»rvice liw to provide for^pernienency Rlanning review. 

This sei'ti'hn requires a review hv state departmen"t;of Social Services Kevjew teams 
.to insure that s*Tvices providt^d'to children by the p^>rmenency plans atv appropn- 

iite and that adt>quate and diligent efforts are b^«in^ made to provide pi^rmanent and 

st-i)7le home environments for children. Th*; review teams may rt^iew 1)n a si^m- 
' pling basiV except irv thus*' fastis where «ver 1() t)ercent qi thi^ case records reviewed 

show injtppropriate care, then all cast's i^hall be. reviewed. - 

^ ■ ' . . . .RiSTlKlC-ATlON ; ' ■ ■ 

FosttT Carc st^rvict-s in this state 'wew' devt'ioM to provide temporary cnre for 
childVen who were awaiting adoptive piacejiient or beciiuse of a problemutitliaimly 
situation' were unable to be with their families. Sinc« it s bejunmng; foster carr hm 
LTown into, a S:5:t) milfion a vear irjdustry. Tin- average. lengt h»of stiiy m eun? for all 
children- is 4.T4 years, Foc.tho.se children who h.'iv*) bt>en m care more than 2 yeara 
•the aveniL'e k•»MK^if^s^ay es^^ihti-s to years. Furthermore, both distfu-t and 
'aL'encv nuuKSKement and individual cast^vyorker iH>rfornuuice are erratic, tor in- 
stance a l'.)77 audit bv theiN Y C. (t,niptrnller found tha) no plans whatsoever had 
be*rn^.estiiblished tor mon^ than 30 [x-ri-ent .of tiie children . in care and m only 21 
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pei:(:x»nt of the cases 'was aijenpy effort foTvftnding a }>€?nnaneBt honi^ d6«eine<i 

probfemsr (of the fo^t4?r C4ire system have been exacerbated -^by a lapk of 
incentives td local d^trici to prpvide. preventive fiervicis which may m sor^.c^ses 
avert the need fur foster care. Also, adequate utiliatatioi) of adoption Wrvifc^ is of 
prune importance in planning for permanency for matiy children. . i- 

This biu addre8K*» the6<? pnofalein* in a comprehensive nnahtifervTha.biiS redefines 
preventive serviceii and plueeb' thein provision within an enriched funding formula. 
The bilt di^linjBatifs cioarly' Btandards for plamiir^ and coring for children wiUj., the 
goal of permanent homes whenever poiaible. Furtliefn>or:e, the bill- holds^ di«ricts 
accountable for meeting the«e standara«' or suffer loss of reimbursement. V 

The adoption of -this legislation into law will mean an affirmation of state policy 
to p^vide for the be«t interestij of the state s moiit vulnerable children by emphasiz- 
ing* planning for permanent home^i for. them. ' . 

' Decre^ujet* in levels ol' foster care caseload and types of services provided are 
anticipated .which will oilUn ^ly increase i^ enriched statv reii|ibuiijemeiit /or 
pfreVentive SierviceS, - * I \ ^ ' ' " -^^ . . 

>:KFfcx:r!vi': da tk , . . % 

providing Viriched funding for pi'eventive^^iind^, 
)rii i\ 1980 for establifiKment of mechanism for 
limitations of reimbursement for inappropriate 

. . ^ ^ t?. ' . . , . • ' 

An Atn- to amentf.the sociarser\jicc^ law, in relation to .permanencv.piannxng for 
./children and their famili^, Jlie provision of preventive i*ervice« avoid foster 
' care, the establiHhment of a case Tnanage^ment system, and to repeal . paragraph 
(m) of subdivision six of ejection three hundred ninety-eight ajid subdiyi«ion five 
of section three hundred seventy-twq-e ojf the services law relating to the ^ 

. provision of preventive iicsrvices and to the i5t4itewid© adoption ser^^ce, 

tively ' * ■ ' . ' 

The Pmpie of the State of New York, repr^mted in Senate and Assembly, do enaet 

as f hlhnvs: : * - » • i t t_ 

SiHTtion 1 W'islative finding!* and declaration of purpc^. The legislature hereby 
imds and declares that the public policy of this stiite is to encouni^e the pret^rva- 
tton of the family and»ito have a permanent home for every child, whenever appro 
priate. The U.»gislature further fmds that many children placed in fester care ctiJuld 
bo reunited with their families or with adoptive^famiiies if appropriate supportive 
or rehabilitative- s<Tvices are provided to alleviate family problems or'to encourage 
'and promote adoptions. Such alternatives are less expi>nsive than the''burgeonnig . 
cast of ftxster care. ' ' , t i *t 

It is the purfK^ of this legislation to make preventive services avaiUttUe to 
children and -their families where such services will avoid the w^esviity for care 
away from tJwir 'honivs. It is further recognized that the states child care- system 
must he refined- to effectiviiiy evaluate family probUjms and plan apptopria^^ time 
lini^ed and efftH:tive caResvoi'k. methods to achieve these goals. In addition, there. 
mu*<t bv accoimtahility in both humaiv aruf fiscal terms with resrpccf. to ^^oycrnment s 
obli^iUion t<> rni^»t the rit^ds\pf all iU citizens. . " . ; . ■ 

§2. ArticW' six of the soc-^ul services law is iiereby amended by addmK thereto a- 

new tlfle lour to read as follbwy. . . • 

'i . . ' _ » 

s.^, ' ' " : • ■ 

M^. Ik^ilnitions. " ' ^ , , , - - - ■ " ' 

409 a'^C'asi* "nuiniigenu»nt. ' ' / . ' -■ 

401t b. fVev<»ntive siTvices, provision by K(K:i{U' services ofHciiiis. . ' 

409 c. Preventive si»rvices; reirnbursi»ment. ^ ^ 

401M- Trnining oCchild care workers. . . 

•lOO e. Standartis'tffadminjst ration. ■ ' 

Sectiwi 4(H). lVnnition< W4ien, U5H*<i hi this article :u\^i unk-ss tl)e sjKH.Mfic context 
indiciUes otherwise'. * l i i j r i 

\ "Utiiform C'ase Kecurd" nieai«f au iU'curate cns4* rtH:i>rd fur each child tor whom 
an appfu'Htion to n S<K'ial 8^Tvic<^\iii«Vict for fosU^r care, as defmtid in siH'tion .thrt>e 
hundriKi nitielv two oY this chapt<»r, is.iX»n<^ing Such riH'ord shall include but not \w 
iimlU^d to theM'indingjs oi'^he dia^rtiastic asses^nenl, the. pt^rmarumcy st*rvice plan. 



pffici^il docuniientii, and othef essential ijata /elating to tb^ births religion, medical 
history itod finances ot such . chiid. Such m:ord;shall be made in a uniform manner - 
^iid in a form to be determined by the department. ' ' 

. 2; "Diagnostic AsbCSiment" shall mean a 'cbmprehcfn^ivq evahxatiqn of the psycho- 
logicaU phv^jical, social, educational and environmentaJ factors which affect the 
child and the family, which sii^l include, but not nttcc^tsarily be limited to: 

4a) the specific and iJ^mediate problems which appear to require placement^ .. 
* 'ib>thi? underlying relationship patterns within the family ^ . ■' ' " 

(c) the strengtBs ia thfe child'and his-family^ 

(d) tbe. possibiiUies fbr st^iliiing thlj^family situation in order ti^^viat^ the ^need ' 
for platettient "V. i u ^ 

' Ui^. identification of the assistance or servici^, which, if providt^, could reasonably ' 
fee o>£pected it obviate the need for placement • 

(Qi j^n e«timat«;9f whether , the preferred service* or assistance are, available, aiw 
liow they can'liiit be pirovided • < .» V 

ig) an alternative plan if the preferred a^istance or Servians cannot be provided 

(hi iih estimate of the amount of tjmie required to' ameliorate the co^ditidns 
'leading to the need for pliSicement ^ / ' . .v ' - ^ 

,,(1) a detern>ination as to whether the child . can. be left with the .family m;re^ason' 
able safety while efforts are nmde to correct the problem ' 

U) if pl^teemeWt is necessary, a statement as to the kind of placement indicated' 
and how it is to be accomplished , 

^(k^namt>s and dates of all coi}.tacis wth t ha child or hisj family.. 

3, "Perrparyency Service Plan" shall mean a plan base<} upon the diagnostic 
assessment *ior' service to the child and his family, which shall outline immi?diate 
acPioti to be taken and cofnpleted at the concluBion of the diujfnostic assesttinpnt; 
wUh additional >?oaU and appropri^ changes recorded*^ as they occur, including s^t 
least a ^wtni-annual review and evaiuaticm Such plan shail describe, . but not be 

limited tp: ^ ... ' ..^ . , ^ , , ^. 

(a) Speci-al, time^limited realiJitic goals. Short-term gmUs i^hall be astabh^hed tor 
no more thi^n a three-month period. ^Internaediati? goals shall bq established mvolv-,. 
ing tasks' ahd activities, which can be expecteij tol)e achi€*ved within a six-month 
period. Long-term goals "shall be established at least by the end of o;>e year. Planned 
actions to be taken to me^t each go«l shall be outlined. • ^ . /' , o' i 

(b) Identification of the-Bervices required by both the child and his faimly. Such 
■ st»rvices shall include but not be limited to: . 1 r 1 

(1 ) Services to promote^ visitation and other forms of contact with famtly mem&ers, 
unk^ there are compelling reasons why such visits are not possible; 

(2) Counseling services to strengthen family relationshif»*; and 

m PVequent contact between the chiM Imd caseworker to determine the child^ 
reaction to si»pa rat ion from his family, his adjustment to foster ^ re placements, 
and to assess, monitor and provide for the service needs of the child, 

(c) Description of the ^methods bv which the needed servjcey are to be orovided. 
4 "Preventive Services'' shall mean appropriate supportive and, rehabihtatbe 

servict>s provjdi>d pursuant to the pefmanency ^rvu?e plan to avert the iniU>propnv 
att?^)lacement of a child in fc^tt^care, or to anabie a child who has been plac^. m 
foster care to return to his famiiy^or permanent jMncement in' an^ adaptive home at 
an earlier time. than would otherwise be |x>&sible. 

§ 4()t^a. Cast* Management. 

1. Where, an application to a social si^rvices official for FosUt care, as defined in 
si^^tion thrW hundred fiinety^wo of this cha'pter. is jx^nding, the s<x*iai st^rvices 
official shall cause a diagnostic assessment to bo prepared within a period of thirty 
days prior to the placijment of the child frt-foster care, un\Bss.the social si^rvices 
district rea.sonably h^^lieves that the t-hild s heakk, safety or welfare is endangered 
by not providing sv^ch placement. The local sociaf services officutl iih;^i^lso Causi^ a 
uniform case record and a fx^rmanency S4»rvice. plan |o b*^ pre parted wkh rt^spect to 

•such child. ' . , t ■ ^^^5* ui 

2 Within a per'nA of thirty days, thtM4ocial servtcva olficial, in order to enaoie the 
family to remain tpgether-by obviating the netni for foster care, shall provide each 

family with;; v ' " ^ ur ' *■ , r 

(aJia full explanation of foste' care services, mvluding the ri»spectivfcj)bhgationK of 

parents and agencies; v - i ■ i ^ i» *• . ♦ 

(b)' information a^>out^ Other sorvict^ or assistance which may t>e altermitives to 

placement; , : . , > t^i * — • ^ 

Ic^u^seiistance in ap^)iying for services tor which they nre-eligible, and asi^vrtaming 

whether tha^^ie si^rvict^s are being provided; 

(d) counseling; ancl ^ . 



■ (e) referml for and h4?ip in ohyiniftg ai«i»tauc^ and sirvicde fitmi c^her agenciai • 
and other uniu within the local' depfirtment. " " < 

y. Upon completion of the dia^ostic a^eswEperit ^ required by ;thi% section, the 
spciai aervic^ officiitl ishall require the puvnt, guardian or persoj^^to Whoa; the care 
of a child haii been entmted to reappear at tiw a^ncy to determine the t^ppropri- 
ateneofi an^i iaaxeptability of implementing preventive- services for the child. 
4. Wi^re a parent, guardian or a penion to whom a parent hM entnisted. the care 

:of the child; .(^Onsen^ . tb' retain custody of^ the child; the agency shall ■ provide 

.^ppropnale, sujpjfxa^iye and" rehabilative services pursuant to the preliminary plan'/j 
agr#ea to by the person retaining custody. For the purpose* pf this article > ^hen « v 
pre!imnvar>vplan is. agreed to by the periKm reiainini; custody such pla&.aball be 
deemed the permaftency service plan for the child. i • 

V 5. Wher^ the parent, guardian, or person to whom a parent has entrusted the care 
of the child withholds the consent necfusar^ under tnis s^on, the agency siudl 

' assume, custocly df ihe child pursuant to provisions of section three hundred eighty- 
four^ of this(tuhapter,and prepare a permanency servix^ pian which shall eicplidtly 
sta£e any priconaitions for*the return of the child to the person executing the 
instrument transferring care and custody. _ 

6. All ictivity with r^pect to such ^ild from the time of application until a 
deci^n is reached iMxepUi^ a child in foater care or c^her seryice, or such otlmr 
assistance has been completed, shall be document^ , and recorded in the child's 
unifbi^m case record. The cqj^ record shall also set forth the spei:ific steps which aiie >; 
taken to implement the permanency service pl^n .and document all services pro^ 
vided to the child and his family to achieve the goaL^ establi^ed bv such plan. 

7. A discharge service plan shall be developed when it is determined that within . 
the next six months a child will be leaving 'his current foster care placement, ^e 
discharge plan shall include services to be provided prior to and following discharge 
and how they are to be provided. Implen^entation of the -discharge service plan shall 
begin prior to the time of discharge with interviews with the child, his family, and 
other mdividuals or agencies involved in th6 plan, identify possible problems, evalu- 
ate the readinten of all parties . to participate in the plan, and artange for the - 
services identified. iTbe: case record ^hall also -detail all activity with respect to a 
diiicha.rge service pliihl- ' • " , ^ . » \ 

§ 409-b. Preventive services; provision by« Social Services districts- 

1. A* Social Services oflTicial .shall -^rotide preventive services to a child and his 
family when tuch child is the subject of an application for fosfer care service and 
based upon a permanency service pian,^ il is reasond^^le ts believe that by providing 
such-services the child will be abIe*to remain with hi^ family or when a child is 
currently in foster care and that there is reason to believe that the provision of 
these services will enable the child , to return to his family or to be/ adopted. 

Q. Preventive services may be provided* directly by the Social Service^ otTicil ox. 
through purchase of service in accordance with rules and reigulatiq^' prpmulgated 
by the department. ' ' » ^ ■ / '"'^ 

§ 4{}9--c. Preventive servicys; reimbursement. . ^ 

•1. Expenditures. piade^y jjociai services officials fo^ preventive services pursuant 
to the provisions of this,, title shall be subject to reimbursement, by the slate, in^ , 
accordance with regulations 6f the department, as follows: there shall be paid tp 
each ^ial services district <a) the amount of federal funds, if anyv,,properly received 
or to be received on account of sUch expenditures and (b)'60 .per centum of allowable 
expenditures for preventive services provided pursuant to sections four hundred 
nine-b aftet^ first de^^cting therefrom anv federal funds properly received or to be 
received on account thereof subject to the provisions ofiPsubdivision three of this 
secfion. . ■ * . ■ 

2. In addition to the sums pavable pur^ant to subdivision oY\e hereof the State 
shall pay to each social service distn^ia sum of fifteen per centum of the allowable 
expenditures for prevenUve services aft^^r fir^t diniucting therefrom any federal^ 
funds properly rt'ceived or to be received on account thereof provided such social 
services district can demonstrate and €^ocument to the department that the client 
remained fretf from foster care for -a period of sv^ months continuously after an 

'application for fosti?T care for such child had been made subject to the provisions of 
subdivision three of ihis section- 

'S, Upctfi certification by the department and the director of the division of the 
budget to the speaker of the Assembly and the majority leader of the Senate prior 
to April first df the year that stage two of the child care review service as provided 
'by section four hundred forty4wo of this chapter his tk^n implemented . for a jiericsd 
of six months: ^ ' - , 
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(a) the aifiountpf state reimbur^enient provided by parafirraph (bl of aubdiviiiion 
one ther^f i^halt be increased tp ssev6nty^five pei^nt, and ' \' ' ' 

(b) the amo^nt of additional stat^^ peimburiemei^ provided bjf irufadivisioji two- 
hereof shall be twelve and one-half p«1^^ " 

Training of C^ild Care Workte^^ " ^ 

L Witl^in the amount ^appropriated therefor including all federal reimbursement' 
to be.xteceived on account thereof, the department shall implement a plan for thr; 
adequat^ traii^ing of casi*vvo^ker*^ supervisora and adminiitlrators pK>viding child 
welfaiie serviqes. Such trainii^ shall include iKii * 

(a) Permanence caaework; cai^work methodologies focused (H) activities desigii^ 
to shorter! the length of stay in car^ for ti^^ children who can be returned hwe or 
freed for adoption; . . 

(b) I>velopmer\t pf skills to reinforce.fem^ly efforts to reu^ 

(c) Dovelopm^pt of «)(i|ls. to pre^re for court proc^^ai xi&ssmmr^ in foster care 
and adoption. ^ ' " "^.^ . ' - 

^i) Developing ca^ man^ement skills including placing for / permi^ency for 
each child in care. . . a , - ^ • 

' I. The dep{irtment' shaH i*eport to the legislature- ncf later than April first. Nine- 
teen hundred eighty, and annually thereafter, of its effqrte to achieve the adequate 
training of child welfare workers and its plan for implementation of such tra ining . 

§ 4D9-^. Stahdafda of Adm|ni^ation, 

1. The commiHsionef may cievelop and adopt standards, by regulations, to furthef 
the provisions of this title. Such regulations shall be developed in consultation with 
public '^nd voluntary authorized agencies, citizens grotipe and concerned individuals 
and organizatioriii which regulations shall not take effect" for at least niaaety day^ 
following the filing pf such regulations with the Secretary of State. 

2. The regulation^ developed and adopted pursuant' to siifodivision one. -and any 
amendnients thereto, shall be deemed hiilj and void if the tegislgture by r^lutioa 
disapprove* i^uch regulations or amandments within ninety days from the date the. 
legislature is notififiS of the adoption or^^imendment of the,reguiations pursuant to 
section 'oiie hundred one of the executive law, . >»r 

§3, Such law is hereby amended by adding; thereto ^ new seotion, to be section 
one hundr^ fifty-thre<t^, to r,ead as AjHows: ^ 

§ i53-<i. Additional limitations on .reimbui;sernent for foster care. 

I. Expenditures by a social services district for the care and maintenance of a 
child outside \\\^ own home, and t,he administration thereof, sl^li not be*wbject to 
reimbursement by the^jstate. pursuant to^;^tioa^'pne hundred fifty-three of this, 
chapter, wheni * ^ ^ - • v . . - 

(a) the child's- foster pare status has not been the subject of a ttmijly petition m 
accordance with the requirement^ of section three hundred ninety-two oflhiH chap- 
ter; or iin order vo^ diapo^ition made pursuant to subdivision seven of section three 
hundred ninety-two has not b^n implemented within the time fixed in such order 
for compliance therewith; ' • . , 

(b) the district has feilod: to cohiply with tte provisions of title ^foui; of Article syc 
of this chapter requirkig permanency planning; 

ic^ the* district has failed to rrefer the child to the statewide adoptioii servfoe in 
accordance' with the rcjquirements of sectioh--^ three hundred seventy-two-c of this 
chapter; or 

(d) the instrument by which the child was placed in foster car^ has not been thf" 
subjtK^t ()f a timely petition for judicial approval pursuant to th^ provisions of 
section three hundred Ofty-^ght-a of ^his chapter. 

24a) Thf? dt^partment shall nyt deny stat# r<?imbursement to a social services 
diHtrict fori the ppvisiSf^ of foster care or preventive service for a child, pursuant to 
the provisions of this sectimi, until written notice is given to the commissioner of 
the social services district affected and to thic other authorized agency, the chairman 
or president' of its board of directors and its chief executive officen if any^:„which 
agency may be providing fester cafe for the child on behalf of,such district. 
■ (b) Expenditures shall continue to be inelfgible for -reimbursement pursuant to 
subdivision one of this jHH:tion until such time as the district complies with the 
statutory rt^quirements and regulations^ set forth in subdivision one; provide howev- 
er, that up()n^ compliance by the district with such statutory requirementa. and 
regulations, such district slUiU not be entitled to state reimbursement fpr/o^ter care 
or preventive services for any period "prior to- the date the district bo cwipUed. 

A determination by the departmeivt denying reimbUreement to a social services 
district for the provision of foster care or preventive services /for a child, pursuant to 



123 



the provwiMW of thi« section, ^nill not relieve iuch -district, or any authoria»d. 
agency from which the district h^ purchaied fo^^ cai^ {nm iu »tatut<»y or 
contractual bWigationg to ^ti^xu* to provide foiter, caj^ for th* ch^d ar ^^lier 
children in it« care. ^ * • V 

. 4,(a) The department by relation ahall require all iociai iervK^ii aiiJ^cta which 
purchai«. falter can^ from other authorised ag^^ncies to charge any Ictf of i^iaiburae* 
ment pursuant to thi« section to-»uch agencies to .the, wttent that such log» ia 
attributabie to suqh agenci^ E\'^ry agrtfepxent by a social ^tvite* diatri^ la. 
purchase foeter cace frqm anotber^yithi^lWd agency ahali be deeip^d to tacluife Jhe 
proviaiohtt of thi^^section., . , , 

Xb) Any auiiflriaed, agency aggrieved by the ^termination of a aocial aervioe 
diaUict to charge loi» of reimbursement, pursuant to paragi:aph (a) of thi$ aubdivi- 
aion^ may app^ to th^' department which ;ah£Ji hold a fair hearing tberecm in 
accordance with the proviaiona of thia chapter relating to fair hearings. 
>^54. Subdivision on© of section three hundred fiftA^^ight^ of auch law, as amended 
by chapter sevehty-eight of the laws of nih^;efin nuhdrad a^vnehty-eight, ia her^y 

^«sp§nded to read' as follows: ? 

1. lniUa|ip.a. «if judicial proceeding. A social services, official who •accepts or pro- 
poses to «^j)t-the <!tistpdy and guardianihip of a child by n^eans of an instr^itent 
executed pursuant to tl^ * p^rovWew* of aectioit three huncjryi eigjity-four of this ^ 
chapter, or the cam. and custody of a child as a public charge. /by means of an, 
instrument exec^ted pursuant to the provisions of section three hundred ^eighty- 
four-a of this chapter, and the division for j^uth which accepts or propoa«i to accef^ 
a child for placement in on^ of its facilities by m^s of an Jnatrunient pursuant to 
vsiition five hundred two of the e;Kecutive ij»w, ahall determif^ whether fuch child is , 
likely to remain in the" care of such efJBcial or division for a period in excew of 
thirty consecutive days. If such ofGci^ dr division determine* that the child is likely 
to r^niain in care for a period in exces«|f thirty consecutive daj^ such offici^ oj 
division shall- petitiou th^ fw^ily ,ca^rt~iufe© of the county or city in -wWch the 
social services OflfJcial has his office^^r in which the parent or gaurdian of a child 
placed with the division r^ides, to approve such instrument upon* a determination 
that the placemeint of the chiid is in the b^t, interest of the chi^d hnd that it would 
be contrary to the Welfare of the child for him to continue in his own home. In the 
case of a child whose care and custody have "been transferred to a social services 
oHiciai by means of $m instrument executed pursuant to the provisions of section 
three hundred «ighty-four-« of this chapter, approval pf the instrument shall only be 
Hnade upon an additional determination thut all the requieementa of such section 
have been, satisfied. The social services offiqial or division for youth shall initiate 
the proceeding ^y Tiling the petition- as soon as practicable^ bui.iti no event latar 
than thijrty day* following removal of child firem tli© home provided, however, ^ 
that the'coiirt shall receive/ hear and defernaine petitions fileid^later tiian thirty 

• days following rt^moval of the child from his home, but statss reimbursement to the 
social service district for care and maintenance provided to such child (mayl^Aii/i 
be [withheld Or] denied pursuant to section [three hundred fifty-eight-b and s^ibdivi- 
sions three and four of section twenty] one hundred fifiy-lhrte-d of this chapter. The 

' sociial services official or divisioi^ for youth shall dilignetly pursue such proceeding. 
Where the^oan? arid custody of a child as a pubHc-Charge has been transferrekl to a 

^ social services pfficiai oy means of an instrument executed pursuant to th^ provi- 
sions of section three hundred eighty-four^ of th^ chapter, or where the division for ' 
youth has accepted a child for placement In one of its facilities by means of an 
instrument of thirty days or less or ftr an indeterminate period which suclv official 
or division deems unlikely to ex(^ thirty days and thereafter such ofliCial or 
division determines that such child will remain in his or its care and custody for a 
period in excess of thirty days, such official or division shaU, as^soon as p r acticab l e 
but in no ev^nt later than thirty days following such determination, execute with 
the child's parent, parents or guardian a new instrument pursuant to the provision 
of section thro« hundred eighty-four or thrde hundred eighty-fpur-a of this cha^r 
or section five hundred two of the executive law, as may be appmprmte, and shall 
. file a petition in family court, pursuant to this section, for approval of such mstruj 
ment In such cases involving a social services official, expenditures for the ear^ and 
maintenai^ of such child from the date of the intial transfer bf his care and, 
custody to the social servicers oTOcial ghall be subject to state reimbur^ent, not- 
withstanding the provisions of !$ectiori ony hundred rifty-threeni of this chapter. 

§5 Section three hundred fifty^Mght-fa of such law, as amended by chapter seven 
hundred ten of the laws of" nineteen hundred seventy-five, is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 
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(The provisions of . subdivisions three OfKi four of section twenty of this chapter 
shall be applicable to state remihtirst*m.ej:it for expenditures for the care and mainte- 
nance of dependent (Children placed in foster care on aod after September firstr 
nineteen hundred iieventy-three, pursuant to the provisiorw of section throe hundred 
fiTty^ightsi of this cbapter.ila tne eveijt that-a petition for approval Qf sin instru- 
ment and the tfansfo^ of the custody "aiui.guardianship or care «nd o^stody of a 
child is filed within thfrty days foHowing removui of the chil3 from his home and 
diiigentiy pursued pursuant to i»ection three hundred fifty-eight-a of th^. chMptcK. 
state reirabt^nsement shall not be {withheld or] denied pursuant to section ona 
hundn»d fifty-three^ of thia chapter, for expenditures ma4e by a social ^wice& 
district for the care and. maintenance of such a child away from his home'fjrior to 
denial of such pt^itiqn^t^ a farnijy court judge tiolely by reaiion of sugh .denial 

- '§ 6 Subdivision four df section three liundred seventy-twc^c of such law, as renum- 
bered and amended by chapt4»r eiifeht hiindred thirty-six of the lw*m of Nineteen 
hundred seventy-six, m hereby amended to read as foilowKt . 
4. Each authorized agency shall refer to the adoption service acoomjpani^ by 

, pbotograph and description, m shall be required by departihcntal regufations, eacH" 
child in it^$ care who \\m been legally freed for adoj^on and who has been in footer 
care for the period specified in subdivision . one qf this sectipn and for whom no 
adoptive home has been found, [The department shall eitabUsh criteVia by which an 
agency may determine that a child npnie not be listed on the service.] If a child is 
currently in a hospital or similar jifctting and hia contirifuing need for such profefr 
sio^jal cari* will not pt»rmit placement , in a family setting, or. if the child is fourteen 
years or older and will not consent to an adoption plan, such child need not be lifted 
on th%f service. Such cluidren's names* sliall W forwarded to the department by; the 
authorized a^^ency* with, refei>*uc<? to tht sfHJcitic, reason by which*the child was not 
placiHi on the S4>rvice. The department shall establish procedures* for periodic review 
of the status of such children. If th» department fin- accordance with the criteria it 
has establis^if»d,l determines that adoption would be appropriate for a child rt^t 
pliKHjd with the service, the agency shall forthwith List the child. &ich authorixed 

'aiJWcy n^ay voiunt^riiy. n?ft?r any child, who has, been legally freed for iidoption. 

§ 7. Sulxiivision five of section three hatldred seventy*t\Vdk: of such law, as renum- 
bered and amended, by ch^ipter eight hundred thirty-six of the laws of nineteen 
hun\i.fi*d seventy siXv is hiereb}; REPEALED. 

* § H. Suc& law is anu?nded by adding a new *«»ction three hundred ^veuty-two^ to 
nead as follows: . ^ \ ' 

§ 1^72 *e. Adoption applications; appeals. • 

1, An iuithoriziKi agency shall keep a record of app^catipn^ rei-eived from {K'rsons 
set»king to b*.H:ome adoptive piiPiiiYLs including all actions tjiken on such appliCiitiorts.- 

2. The ciepartmtfnt shall promulKaLt? n^gulat ion fcT.iH^t ting forth' ^itandaj-ds and proce^- 
dure^ to^^be folk)wtHl by authori^i^d agencii^s in evaluatihf^ perSiins who have appiii< 
to such agencUii^ iW the adoption of a child. Such regulaiionH shlill .aliw^ ret^trict the 
evaluation^ proc:eiis so •o.s not t^f .unntHrestykriiy duplicate pfoviogs investigatioiw^ 
which nuiyliave b4H?« mad^ of^the adoptive applicant in the context of a prior 
.'uiopt ion" application or an appiscatiun for licensure or certHication t.o board chil- 
dren: . ■ * ; , ' r i 

r-. U|xm im authori/ini agency s denial of an application or upon its failure to act 
on . Huch appliciilion within rnontHs of its suhn3is.HiQn, the authorized agency 
shall, on nul-H applicant's riK3uest' farnish the apsj^icant, with a written statement 
8t»tiing forth its r^+nsiui for the cjeniak of Or its fa^'ure ig.a'ct on tiie application. 

4. Any ^htsoh wha**c» application has been denii.*d or hiis not ht?en arte<l up<m 
dtn niithorized agetKy wTthin six months may within Uiirty.dayii of such agency s 
action or faiiure tu act, requeiil a heariiig frqm the dopaciment which shall afford 
'juicK applicant an oppoituiiit^? to' btvhoard tht<TiK>;i withitv thirty days of the request 
therefor "thi'. department shall consider whether the action taken by the agency 
conforms to the' standards and proc^ures JiK^t forth pursuant to the provisions of 
this *it*t ion and may, bisiHi on iU* ^consideration of the facts • prt^n ted at such 
hearing, order such agency to rKunsider the appjication. Tl)e department , shall 
render its dtH:isipn within -thirty day.s after the hearing' completed. If the.agenc>' 
cof\tinUes.to fail to" com|)ly with such standards and procedures^ the department 
may-suspend its itpproval of *wch agency. x ." . 

X% Subdivision thrtH* of stvtion thrtn* hundirtni eighty-threi* of such law, as addeC 
by cfei|itA?r ti»f7 hundrtni. eighty .of the laws of nineteen hundred «ijity-nine, the 
second undesignated nar^agraph iis amended by chapter six hundred- forty -six of the 
laws-Otl n,in(»tcen huncired seventy-two. 'is aniendtni to read as follows: ■ 

A. Any Aduh husband aiKt his atfult wife and any adult unmarritxij>erson, who, at 
foster parVnt or parents, bavx\carj^Hi for a child continuously for a" peri(xi of ItWQ 



V yeari] 0ighUi!€n m^lAt pr more, may apply to auch authorued Agency for the ' i 
placentwt of said chikj- with them fdr the jHirpqse of adpptioii.,ana if said cmld i*,. % 
eligible for; adoption, the agency shall give preference ajid first jtXJnsideration to 
their application over all other applications for adoption placc^tienta. However,. final 

. determination of the pfropri^ty &aid adoption of such fo«ter thiid MhsHX be wi^hia 
' th^e liole discmtioij of the court, a^otherwki* provided hereip. * • 

Fottter parents hwing had continuous care of a tbilcl for .more than [twenty-fourl / 
eighteen monthg^^through an authorised agency » shall be permitted a matter of.^ ; 
right, m ah interested party to intervene in any proceeding invoiviJig the custody of 
the child. Such intervention ipay be ^ll^le anonymoiuftr in the thee natM of said . 
foster parents. ^ 
§ 10. Such l^w is hereby amended liy adding >&ereto a new aection three hundred 
. eighty-seven* to re^d as follows: 

^ 5 387, Public/oster care or pr^entive service* funds^ ineligibilitj^. 
. ' 1, The state commiasioaer of social serviiJ^ shall develop and adopt standards, by v 

regulations, *punsuatit to which the commissioner will determine that*an authorial 
^ agency» or one or more of its programs or facilities is ineligible to rcKseive public 

foeter «er^ or preventive services funds. Such ^ndards sh^l include the following: 

(a) luck of- public need» including but no^t limited to geo^phic or pnigraramatie 
need, for the agency or one or more of its programs or facilities; . . > • 

(b) failure 6f the agency to promote the placement of children in pennanent 
family hom<^ through return to the children** own families or through adoption, CMi: 
otjier appropriate (ijectives for children, as measured by such factors as length df 
^y in foster care for children with similar. personal and family characteristics^ and 

' (c) a pattern or practice or repeated violation of the provisions, of this chapter or 
of the regulations of the department promulgated thereunder which have oc^- 
sionad^he denial of reimbursement pursuant to fi^1aoiv c«5e hundred fifly-three^ or 
three hundred ninety-eight-b of this chapter, ^'^^^ , : a t 

Such r<?gulation» shall be developed in consultation with pubhe ana voluntary 
authorized agencies, citizens groups and concerned itidividuals and orgaiUiations 
which regulations shall not take effect for at least iK> days following the fi^ng of . 
siich r^^atiOns with the secretary of^state. _ : \ 

2. The regulations developed and adopted pursuant to subdivision one, and any 
amendments thereto, shall be •deemed null and void if the legislature by r^lution 

. disapproves such regulations or amendnients within ninety days from^he d^» the 
legislature is notified the adoptiun or amendmant of the regulations jHirauhnt to 
licctioji one huncired one-a of the executive law. ^ ^ ' ^ 1. n c 

"3. A- edeterminatiori of ineligibility to receive public .fioster care funds shaii m 
made upon a fmding of substantial nonoompUance with one or more of th*^ #tand- 

- ards developed and footed pursuant io subdivision one of this section. Such finding 

' and^determinatioa »M1 be made in accordance with the hearing nrocedures set . , 
forth fn section four hundred sixty^ of this chapter relating to the revocation^,, 
suspension or limiting of oi^erating certificatte. • 

4 A determination of ineligibility to receive public 'foster can? or preventive 
services fiends shsll specify whether it appii^ to the agency gen^Hy or to a 
particular program or faciiity of thfe agency. » ^ . ' . . , 

r> A social services official shall not purchase loster care from any authorized , 
agency, or program or facility thereof, which has been determined to "be inefigi^i< to 
receive public. foster care funds in accordance with the provisions of this s^tioh. 
Any contract between a social services district and a^ authorized agency shall be 

- demed null and void to the exti^nt that it is inconsistent wilh the provisions of this 

V subdivision. . ■ ■ . ■ 

(i The commissioner sluiil report fortwith m wnting.ito the governor, the. tempo- 
rury president of tho senate and the speaker of the aasenibly with rewfwct k>?each 
casi? in which a determination of ineligibiHty to receive public foster cart funds has 
been made pursuant to this section. 3"ch re|)ort shall contain the name of the 
agency and the roason or reasons for the determination bf ineligibility. 

§11 Paragraph (m) of subdivi^iion six of section three hundred .nin^^ty^ight. ot . 
such law is Hfereby REPEALED: ■ ; . . ' ' ' ^ . . > ' 

§ 12 Such law is hereby amended by adding thereti> a ^^w section, to bc^section 
• three hundred ninety-eight-b, to read as follows: - 

§H98-h Permanency Planning Review. . . . ./ 

1. The state cpmmissione'r bf social ser^vices shall devi'lop and afloat stundards. by 
regulation, purs^ii^nt to which thi* commissioner will determine whether: .r - ^ , 

(a) social services officials are complying .with the provisions of Q'itle four, oi 
* Article six of this chapt*»r relating tp proper cas*? management of children for whom 
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> an application for foMtar care, as defined in section thi^ hundrad ninety-tv^o oC thii 
chapter is, pending and permanency planning for such children; *^ . 

(b) tbe types and levels of services provided is appropriate to the child's personal . 
and family jdrcumataYicee; t 

(c) adequate and dilligent efforts^ where approprii^i are being .made to find i 
permanent and stable family sitoatioo, whether it bet with th^ child's own family or 
.an adopti%"e home; and. ^ ^ ^ - " 

sufficient documentaiion in the uniform case record of the ste|^ t^keiP to 
accomplish th^ permanency service plan has been qiade by the agency insplemMt- 
ing such plan. ' ^ ' . ; „ . 

Such regulations shall be developed In consultation with, public ai;d;'votuntary 
authorized agend<^ citizens groups and concerned individiUals and o^&nizatipns 
which shall not t^i^ effect for at least ninety dayj .fo|Iowitijg; the filiug of. »u^, ^ 
r^^l^tions with the Secretary of State; ^ * ; ' : '5- 

2. The regulatior^ developed and adopted pursuant to subdivision one/ ajnd any 
amenc^ehts thereto, shall be deemed null and void if the l^islature by resolution a 
disapprai^such regulations or amendments within ninety myu.Jt%>m the date the 
kgislatur^^notified of the adoption or amendment df the r^ulatlon^ pursuant to 
section one hundred ohe-a of. the executive lajrfK 

3. Expenditure by a social service district for the care or preventive services for. 
a child and the administration thereof, sh^U not be subject to reknburseip^t by the 
iitate, pursuant to section bne Hundred fifty-three of tiiis qhapter, when the provi-^ 

^sion of such care violates the st^dards developed and adopted pursuant to subdivi^ 
^sion.oke of this section. ^ ' . . 

.^4. A determination by the department denying reimbursement to a social services 
distiuct^for the provision of care Or preventive service for a child, pursuant to the 
provisions of this^section* ^hall not relieve suclf district, or any authori^d agency . 
from which the district ha^ puivhased foster care, from its statutory or coMracti;^|ai 
. obligations to continue to provide foster care for the child or other children in its 
care. . • . ■ 

5, (a) The department by regulation «hall require all sociab serviowi district^* which 
purchfltse cat*e or preventive Services from -other authorized ^enqies to charge any 
■\q6b of reimbursement pursuant to thi^ section to such agenci^ to the extent su^n 
loss is attributable to such agencit^. Every agreement b^ a social services district to 
purchase car^» or' prevei\tive services from another authorized agency shall be 
deemed *to include the pKOvisions of this section. 

* (b) Arijf, authiorized agency aggrieved- by the determination of a social service 
district to charge iobs of i:«imbursement, pursuant to paragraph (a) pf this s\ibdiVi- 
sion, may appeal to the department which shall bp^ a fair hearing' thereon in 
accordance with the provisioiis of this chapter relating to fair hearings, 

iV. (a) Upon the adoption of perniunency review standards in acoirdance witk 
; subdiviKion one of this section, the department shall establish special review teams 
' wh«»e purpose and duty shall be to review individual uniform case records for every 
child receiving care Qf preventive servi^^. arid other .relevafit data and information 
compiled or kept l^y the iitate chUd care^^ review service established pursuant to 
section -four hundrcKi forty-two of this -C.hapter/social services districts and the' 
authorized agenci^ from which such districts may purchase care or preventive * 
services, to determine whether' such care or preventive, services have be ^ provid ed^ 
' in accordance with such standardsMf the re^w team rid* that the p?5Vnl0n of 
i ^^uc^h care or preventive^services is in violation of such standards, It shall report tji at 
fiict to the commissioner who shall deny reimbursement thereon in accordance with 
the provision^* of this section. Review tef^ms may sample at random the uniform 
ca^ rcHXjrdk- of such authorized agencies; provided however, when greater than ten 
per cent of the qises reviewed are determined to be inappropriately caring for the 
- needs of the child, a full review of the agency's caseload shall be conducted; 
(b) The results and fmdings of the review undertaken pursuant to paragraph (a) of 
this subdivision shall be contained in a report, a copy of which shall be provided to ' 
the 'social services district and to the other authorized agency., the chairman or^ 
^president of its board of directors and its chief executive officer, if any, -which 
ageticy may be providing foster xriH^ for the child on behalf of such district. 
■ § 1)1 "Section faiir^. hundred forfy-two of such law is hereby amended by" adding . 
thereto a new subdjvision^ten to read as follows: 
10. The state child^ care review service established pursuant^ to this title shall \^y 
' design arid implement a system to: ' . * 

(-ft) receive and process aW fmancial clarms made by social services districts for - 
each individual child in foster care or receiving preventive sei*vices; 



(b) compute and mainUm a^cuipulative^^^ wi^- re$pNi ,tp^ 

actions tiien on behalf ^ofeiw:h individual chjid thrOugbcHifc hi« or li^r length of itay 

foiter care or while in receij^ cf prevent ^ ' > 

. Cc) cdllect and maintain inforti^ation on^iOM talwn by'i^ial »ervicefli.dJ»tncte to 
. initiate judicial proceedings »s provided by section* three hundred fifty^ight-a and 
three hundnki ninety-two of this chapter :and>'tcr comply with judicial 4>rcters made 
pursuant to section three hundred ninety-tWo of l2ii» chapter, td refer legally f^^ee 
,x:hildt^n to the itate acoptii^ service purauant to *iectio*i' tt»ree hundred seventy-^ 
Jworf^f thia>^apter Jand to with -the proViakaii of 'Rtle Tour of Atticie six 

relating to p^i^nenfcy platoin^^ . ' , * 

* (d) compile^ atdjpaintipun data for authoriated agencieit.ittc^iming. but 

^not limited tq^^^acteriatica and numbei^.qf children .entering care and their 
' families* admi^iop* practices, dleUneated teaio^ initial and continued setyicei 
>or placement, lerigtii of stay in care oi; in receipt bf service*, reentry rate*, tiumber 
of Children discbaiijed to parents and relativee, rates of ack){^iEm, coit» of care aad. 
other4nformation indicative of authorised agency performance. 

§^14; This act shall take effect on the fucat day of April, nineteen hundred eighty, 
'except that sections two, sixi, $even, eight, nine, and twelve ihall take effect' on the. 
finst day of October'in year in which it shall have beconie a law^ pr9>vi<^ however, 
that the state department oflspcial servio»i shall take all reasonable and necessary 
actions prior to the effective date^a|;,ti^is act to make this J^rt fully t)perative ow its 
effective date, and provided further, that tte state depawwmt of social services: 
shall report to the governor and le^lature by Jj^nuaiy .firBt of nineteen hundred 
eighty <m tfe^ prggress made toward the implex 

Mr. Downey. One of the arguments 'ilEW makes for the cap on 
4(a) is the fact that they want to prevent the institutionaluation of 
children in fester care! Obviously, wi^ q^pree on the Whole question 
pf the cap. You need not go^dver yotu^ fme examples of why the cap 
i& myopic. What I would likes to know is what > New. Yotk State 
doing so I can go back to my friends in HEW and- say, the c^p does 
iot make any sense. . : / 

* The Stjate is really in a . position to want to do something about 
preyentirtg the instittitionalization of children. What are we.doing 

^ in New York? . . , ' „ 

Mr. Lather. W§ have^^ commitnient with or without you. If you 
do not fund us, in preventive ^rviees,- we $re going to make that 
commitment We are going to U:ry to fund it ourselves. That you 
w>ll jiri4 in the bi^:<>^^^ open^nded at least ajt this point the 
funding for preventive services vis-^-vis foster (irare, W^ have tQ 
;t;jTp^ of prevehtive^serv^ce 'thattwe talk abbut*^within the bill Wa 
talk aboilt preveia^ing' a child frpm^going into fic^tei; care and giving 
-^ll those services at that time and also, taking the child if v^e caQ, 
taki' him out of fester c^re and give him preventive services to^help 

* ii^ili maintain "hinfiself in th^ family. ^ . T . . " 

: - We are firmiy cdmmitted io it We believe in the long ^un it will 
save the State money. Preventive services are not reimbursed by 
the Fede^ral GovernmWt. That pdrtiort^ is going to cost the State 
aione. We feel that if the Fedieral Government is wise and is smart 
and wants to save itself money, 'it will follow our lead and start to 

* reimburse for preventive seodcj^. We are willing to put our money 
where our mouth is. We would like to .^ Gbhgress Ho the same. 

Mr. PiSANL The other half of that .answer is good, solid, tough 
. management of child fare industry. We are. requiring, beds to be 
closed <idwn when beds ate unnecessary. We ^r^, xeqmrln^ the 
delivery of ^rvices that will return children home. - ' ' 

We are requiring the frei&ing of children for adoption when they 
\ wilf never go home and placement of Children for adoption. We are 
' takihg M broad, competitive attitude: We are employing strategies. 
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and this new bill sanctions to effectively manage the cajseioajisr 
systemv-of fost^jr .care and to see to . it .no one . is,;in foster care 
per.manebtly that indeed will iae returned to a tempoYary mpdality ; 
as opposed to what it has become. 

Mr. Downey. So I can say to my friends at HEW this cap on the 
money is not necessary because our own State is aware of th$ 
problem and addressing the problem. They, are quick to poirjt out., 
that our area is bhe of the heaviest ift the. country ih terms^ of > 
placing children in iostitut'ions; ' ^ • 

Mr. PiSANL In light^of recent legislative developments and sanc- 
tions and the entire broad program we will have in place this year, 
a cap is junnecessaryi If we were hot- doinfe what we are^oing^now. 
^nd have- done a cap would be th^ . only iyay but wei, are taking a* 
much more realistic and competitive approach to the probl^fn. ^ 

Mr. LasheKv I do nqt think a cap would evepbe wis^. What are; 
' you going to do to that child who needs to he in foster care who is I 
an abus^ and neglected .child? Will, y6u turn him out and,isay ' 
there .is.no bed for you? 1 'cannot that being; done by. the 
Congress of the United States. ' : ^ ^ . 

Mr. Downey. You would be surprised what we tio. One 61 the/ 
things that I would like to ask you 4bout conc$|-ns what you raised 
earlier, Senator Pisani, the whole question, ofj the review and re- 
quirements of the review which you feel are onerous. 

That concerns me. Can. you tell the^ in all confidence, that if we 
were somehow to make exception for Ne^ York of larger States 
that had some mechanism of review that the current situation We 
have of review in New York State, the computer system which you 
claim tracks and takes care of these children, is ad^uate without 
" these safeguards? I think\our State handles this weiU. an,d I am 
comforted by knowing you and Assemblyman . Lasher are in a 
■'position to makeUhe laws for our State, but I am not so su^e— 
Charlie and I make the^ jaws not only for oUr State, but for the 
' other 40— and we' are not so confident aboiit the rest oi the coun- 
■ try. " ""' ' ■ , 

'Mr. PiSANi. l'H\in not looking for an exception for New York 
because we are in New York, l am suggesting to you if you build m 
something in your law which says if you do ndt have other strate- 
gies in your laws and youp regulation progranis, a H-mohth review 
is necessary, but a 6-month review'i's totally utiiecessary in view of 
the review process, ihitiaUy,- the IH-hiorith re\jiew, the case poni- 
tdring, computer system which all does whal you; .are trying to 
accomplish, I think more effectively, so it is a/question of w.fe^ have- 
in place the kind of strategies that I would saV the review process 
that you want to impose on us makes unnect'ssi.iry. • 

We are very adequately protected and the children in ."our State 

are adequately protected. , V ■ r <. 

Mr LasHek. Besides those processes, 1 think the kicker that 
would make everybody go is that this system that Senator Pisani 
just talked about is- the kicker to the agencies if they fail to meet it 
and will be that item-which creates the disincentives which will 
bog the reimbursement and when you have that final dollar threat 



over their heads, it is going to make .everything else work 
,. Mr. DdwNK'^. Mr. Chairman, I thank you for aliowmg 



g me to go 



. beyond my o minutes and as I said before.,-! think bur witnesses 



have really educated me and really provided this subcommittee 
with the sort of testimony we need and I want to tiiank them very 
*^*much. ■ • ; ■ ' \ ' " \ ■ - 

Mr. Gorman. Our staff is havinig some difficulty with the objec- 
tions to the 6-month judicial review that yoix referred 4o. _ 
■ * Mr; PiSANi. It does not "ssy judicial revieWv but it may be a 
judicial/ review from what I understand in your biiU but ygu, Re- 
quire ail:of th| due^ process il^at would, be nicessmy in' order to 
accomplish judicial review arid iall of the work that k nec^s^ry to 
prepare one of your reviews is the same as in our judicial review. It 
is very time consuming. I am speaking to the , point of ^unriecegsary 
-^time taken away .from putting the laying^ of the hands on kids. 
You are^ putting them on paper and Ldo noi think it is necessairy; 
Mr. Raj^gel, Fortunately, the New York State Assembly has 
staff here in Washington. Please ask them to share' with us the 
, substitute IS-n^onth review procedure which the State is following^ 
- Mr. TiSANi. I will send to*you a brief critiques of; what I think 
.satisfies what" you .are ' try ing to accomplish in yoUr 6-month re- 
viev^^^tp show ;^ou that through, other strategies including an inir. 
tial review and an IS-month review with ail of the in-betw^n 
i^traiegies ^ and , mQnitoring that 6-month review would unnei^- 
sary |n view of our %tal child welfare picture. / ^ 

Mr. Rangel;- ! Would like to share with you^ we ii>te|id to mark 
this bill uptomorrow.v ' , v ^ ' , 

- ^ ^r; PISA]^^l/^^viil get it to you today. 

Itfr. Rangel. You have a representative herej^we can work ;t^9Ut.< 
-Mr. tx^HKR. The 6^m6nth review— they give ""nuinerdUs diffmnt 
items which determine the ej^tent of pr^ress whiph has been made 
?to assure ..coj?f)pliance with requirt^mente of ca^e plan of voluntary^ 
applications. This would begin With cas^woxkers. Then they give 
^ everybody , notification^, the parents— child/ foster parents and ev- 
ex'ybody has to come now and cofne into cou^t, all before a* 'deter- 
/mining body, every 6 months. That total* mechaxH^i that is set up . 
. right now/ We do within the family court. It is monstrous the job 
they are doing now under the 18-mofith;rayiew, but we feel there^ 
has to b^ that^ l^-montii review of the child. If you make it .evetv -b 
mohtiis, thd system will topple among itself. It cannot happen. We 
are monitoring that wh61e thing now. 

^Mr, Rangel. We areu. sensitive to the objection. We heed dist- 
ance on the statute. TJie members^ ^f. the House are attempting to 
hold two receptions for President Sadat and Prime Minister Begin 
and that is the' reason why some of the members' are riot here, In 
order that we may provide our input in this^gr^at historic event^ 
the committee will stand adjourned for 15 mrnutes. We thank yqu 
very much, ^ ^ ' 

■ . [Whereupon, there was a short rec©ss at 41j25 a.jn.i ^ 
^ \Mr. Gorman. The subcommittee will resume its hearings. 
Mr. Range!, did you have a questioa of^^he panel? 
Mr Ranqkl. There was one which I believe ihe staff is going to. 
clear up as to whether they have language that wpuld be better 
than the 6-months' quasi-judicial review. 

Mr. PisANi. Mr. /.Jensen raiscj^. in conversation withSme a qiies- 
tion^tiS io whether or not I was arguing against review and I am 
not arguing against review. What I tried to suggest to you is that I 
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believe in New York we have a better concept of revie\y and that is 
a judicial review at the point of entxy which I think is more ' 
effective in managing what you woaft like to accomplish that 
is the improper placement of childi^n in /foster, care. I think it is 
better to have a judicial review in the beginning— that is our* 
section 356 of the social services law— th6n another judical review 
at 18 months. I feel, after studying this for many years, you include 
protective case management and review in the space in between by- 
the strategies I enlarged on in my testimony, by the sanctio^ that 
are^mposed for failure to deliver services. ' ^ 
' I ihiak that is 'a b^ter way to accomplish it. Perhaps some 
States do not have thkt. Maybe you can accommodate the u|Ct that 
New York ^oes have in fact a judicial review and a proper review 
procedure so I am not speaking against the review, per se. But I 
would prefer it at the beginning than at the &-months point, . ^ 

Mr. Kangel. But^vou don't nave any problem with the mother 
havingg^o re^ujjp^^to^^ months after New York State proceed- 

flr.. Pis ANi. There are Inany studies conducted that have shown 
that will help deliver us ijjiandle on the system. 

Mr. Rangel- An^ thei*are many other States that adopted that. 

Ms. MARSHAW- Yii^nia, And we borrow heavily from you in^ 
New York and vgfwSSld prefer greatly to go this path. 

Mr. C^RMANf^fae administration's proposal is to admit the child, 
to be placed in foster^^e without a court order. Is that what you , 
are talking about? { , 

Mr. PiSANi. No, I dopot think I am seei^ing that. - 

Mr:.CoRMAN. One ol^the bills states that we permit p^symen^ of 
Federal funds for foster care, if^ child placed in foster care with 
consent of .thfr natural parent without court placement, Is that - 
possible in New York? / 

Mr, PisANi. The initial placement is done on pither tolyintary' 
basis or invoiuhtarily, but all |iiacements are reviewed or approved ^ 
bV the court, and I do not think we ar^ inconsistent. 

Mr. GERMAN. The point iS" if we are ^joing to remove the court 
action requirement at the tiine the child Is; placed, then we will 
have to do sometiiing else. I am not sur^ -what the something else ^ 
ought to be. • . 

We will have to look carefully at>^thp degree of voluntsimm- 
because I think thatys a real hazard if children are taken, away 
from their parents without a judge, reviewing the case. 

Mr. PiSANi. There are hazards. - 

Mr. Gorman. We should try to be cognizant of;all the hazards 
involved in supporting the administration's prppbs^l which would 
permit. placement Qf the child with certain safegiiarded administra- 
tive procedures, but not court, and re^^uire^ review at a Grmonth 
interval or with , the approval of the S<^retary to aciiept some 
different plan. • ' ^ J . 

Mr. PiSANL That would give us the. opportunity to come tn ^d 
show we have as effective a review procedure— ours is more M^n- 
gent and we could satisfy the requirements to the Secretary. 
. Mr. CoKMAN; You mentioned that information is easily accessible 
to you but I suspect that is not so for many communities. Conse- 
quently, the Secretar>^ might be more hesitant to giye a ;^vaiyer in' 
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their case- than in yours. Everyone is anxiotis to help these .children 
to be placed m a setting that is mc^t conducive to growth, fi^ety 
and security. Therefore, we must v proceed with;^ ca^tkyi^^ aoid^^^ a^^^^ 
understandiig of all the reprecussions of ou^- actions. ^ 

Mr. PiSANi. I appreciate you are legislating for the entire Na|ion 
arid you have problems. If you provide the waiver in the ultimate 
product of this CJongress, then we will take our sysEeifi to the 
Secretary and I think it would be approved. I^am willing to have 
, that. ■ 

Mr. CoRMAN.^ Would ianybody else like to testify? ^ 

May I ask, is MaiymbiUhttbll^^ your district?" * 

Ms. Marshall. Yes, it is. • ^ 

Mr. CoRiiAN- 1 vote in that dii^trict; I will vote for you. 

Did either of you have amy additions ^ou would like to add? 

Ms. Marshall, No, but we do want to talk about title 2(1 NCSL 
has long sought for consolidated grants that would give more free- 
dom and flexibility and we pedposed that in connection w^th 
mental health and alcoholism aftd drug abuse funds in November. 
In pleading for such -a prdgrara, we have cited title 20 as the 
example of the consolidated grants fo? social services which has 
been so very beneficial. Then we discovered there is a cap on title 
20 that is going tb staj^ where' it is* It does not have the organized 
groups to come in and plead for it Ijecause it serves everybody and^ 
no particular constituents,'so we mive to be that advocacy, group 
for title 20 funds. > 

It is a mc^l^ efective* approach for intergovernmental cooperation 
and mpre meshing service from different agencies. I would like to 
say sonjething more. I serve also on the Federal Council on Aging 
and I have been on innumerable mental health boards. In the 
whole protAss of the institution^ilization, title 20 has been the most 
effective instrument for providing services to people, outside of 
institutions that wr have found. 

We are just beginning— we hgive an exciting program in Virginia^ 
for screening nursing home admissions, prescreening; We have di- 
verted about 25 percent of our niftrsing home admissions, most of 
them remaining in their own homes, most remaining with title 20 
services and we think it is costing us less. , 

We have a record now. It has been over a year and we have 
about 1,500 people that have remained in their homes. ^We have 
not yet done the* research* to demonstrate exactly how much it is 
costing, but we are pretty sure it is less. * It certainly makes the 
'< people happier. But we are bumping the ceiling on title 20; and I 
am not saying take the cap off 'title 20 because we do not know 
that much about .how the design alternatives to institutional care, 
how much at will cost and how to assure you will provide what 
it needs and^not niore. 

But, uriT&ss the cap is moved up, the whole experimentation in 
developing alternatives will be qut off for l^ick of. funding but I am- 
not really here to talk about .title 20. I am here to introduce 
flepresentative Paul McCarron, who is going to talk about title 20, 
who is from Minnesota. 
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STATfife^T'^ OP "fAIJL McCARkdK, REPRESENTATIVE, MINNE- 
SOTA STATE LEGISLATURE, .(»^EMBER,t HEALTH, WELFARE^. 
AND CORRECTION DIVISION, HOUSE APPROPRIATIONS COM- 
MITTEE), ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF 
^ STATE LEGISI^TURES 

Mr. McCarron. Thank you, Mr. efi^i«33an, meral^ of the sub- 
committee. ' j " . ' 
^Fo? the record my name is Paul McCarron-I am 9 State Repre- 
sentative from Anoka County, Minn. I aril currently a member of 
theirealth, Welf^fg and ^rrectieasj^iviaioft. c?f ti|e .Hpwse.ARprp-, 
priations Committee. In addition, I serve on the Local and Urban 
Affairs Committee. I am the chief author this session of a bill to 
establish a formula allocating SEate and Federal funds to counties 
for. the administration" and provision of community social services. 

I am pleased to have the opportunity to explain tht progressr andr 
concerns of the State of Minnesota as Weil as to represent the 
National Conference of St^te Legislatures. I am here tp/addres? 
propo^ legislation amending the title XX program. I will keep 
my remarks brief, r^uesting the opportunity to submit ap ex- 
tended version o{ my testimony for the record. 

Mr. Gorman. Your full statement will be made a part of the 
record and you may proceed. ' 

* Mr. McCarron. As you are aware, the greatest concern we have 
facing us in the States With regard to title XX is the Federal 
Impending cap. With the current high rate of inflation and the 
-almost universally accepted threat of a recession this year, it is 
unlikely that the title XX program can fulfill ita.promise of provid- 
ing needed services when the administration's proposed level of 
funding is smaller in purchasing power than the $1.68 billion in 
Federal money , spent in 1972. In fact, the admiriistration is- now 
discussing an 8 percent' inflation rate in 1970, leaving a 1 year 
shortfall in the title XX program of $230 million, 
-^e already know that every service delivered next year will cost 
m^re. One of the reasons is that the salaries of State social workers 
and supervisoi^ has steadily increased. As you have helird in the 
: discussion on child welfare* services, it is the skill of these individ- 
uals which can make a significant difference in the effectiveness of 
\ the service provided which is provided by local county government. 
The State does notMeliver service directly. 

To lose oiir trained staff because we cannot offer competitive 
salaries is an unfortunate aspect of the current low funding'. 

Approximately 36 States reached their ceiling capkin 1978, and 
HEW predicts that a total pf 44 will have reached that limit by the 
- end of 1979, Shifts in population Bway from urbanized/ industrial- 
ized areas with high concentratiotis of social services recipients 
have decreas^ the individual allotments of many States, just when 
r^ey should be receiving more money for expanded service needs. 
The resulting decreasing fundg for social services in the States 
have contributed to several negative effects. Improved pla^ning 
and management of consolidated social services programs have 
been blunted; citizen participation has been undercut; the develop- 
' ment of innovative approaches to the delivery of social servides has 
' beeri- r.estricted; 'and States are beginning to carry an increased 
proportion of the social services *burden. 



AnQtfifer^i^egativeM^^ from the Stg.te legislative point of view, 
is that the low level of Federal Bpending prevented State 
legislatures from becoming more active in the planning and distri- 
bution of title XX funds- . 

^ State legislature had viewed this program as an opportunity to 
foster; better State^Federal and State-local relations by becdmirqg 
more active in'' assessing the social services needs of their cansti|u- 

■ ents, ■ " • , / 

• Hdwever, evei]i in my own State of Minnesota which prid^ itself 

,.on^its ..progressive human -services programs, a great amount of 
effort lias been needed to initiate this proc^ . 

This past year,^a bill I propc^»ed to establish a formula to allocate 
all social service funds— State and Federal—to the counties who 
administer our welfare and social service prc^rams, f^sssed the 
House but was defeated in the Senate. . . . / s 

I have reintroduced the bill this year. It has passed one commit-^ 
tee of the House. Just yesterday morning, I was assured of support 
by both: the Senate and the, Governor. I am confident it wilj pass 
this session. 

The experience which we now have in implementing the title XX 
program clearly indicates^ in my opinion, that. Federal legislation 
and regulations must be drafted in such a way that State legisla- 
tive bodies have a key role in deteniiining the^ use and distribution 
of Federal social service funds. * ^ 

The reasons for this can be summed up as follows: 
Decisions on allocating , such large sums of money to meet the 
needs of citizens on a statewide basis must be a part of the State 
budgeting process— which is the responsibility of the state, legisla- 
ture. , V . * 

There is an every increasing demand on State legislatures to 
supplement decreasing Federal* dollars. If legislators^ are . not in- 
volv^ in allocating Federal dollars, they cannot responsibly make 
decisions about wl^t services are most in need of State funds,, or 
the extent of the fiscal burden they might be* placing on local units 
of government forced to make up for deficiencies in State as W^U ^ 
Federal funds. 

Federal and State social service funds have to be targeted on 
populations in greatest need. Hence, there are some services which 
are mandatory. If State or Federal funds are not available for these 
services, an unrealistic burden is placed on local property ta^ 
revenues to provide the support, '{ 

If legislatures ha\^ no control over Federal social services 
money, they will be meffective in n>aking policy decisions -about 
the priorities of needed services: That would simply be unaccepta- 
ble. ■ 

'Regarding Ihe bills before you today for discussion^ let me ad- 
dress a few other specific issues which '>^L has considered. One 
of the main goals of title XX to promote comprehensive social 
service planning ^anct coordination of all social service activities 
within the States. This can only be accomplished if^there are 
adequate procedures and mechanisms to identify, p\an and coordi- 
nate expenditures for all interrelated social service activities 
within the State, 

:. : .. .. . -G9 



We believe the multiyear planning concept gives Stat^ more 
flexibility to meet the planning and coordination needs of ttieir 
particular social service programs. 

We urge you to consider the advantages of multiyear planning 
when you mark up the title XX legislation. 

Other ffeatufes of the bills which NCSL has supported include 
appropriate consultation with local officials on proposed title AX 
plans, allowing funds to be used on a permanent basis for services 
for drug addicts and alcoholics, and emergency shelter for adults. 
We believe these features will further strengthen an already effec- 
tive social services network. 

One provi^on which concerns us regards the training moneys. 
That the administration should propose to cap th^e funds when 
. their fall potential has yet to be realized is disappointing. 

In Minnesota, we're attempting to place greater responsibility for 
program planning and management in the hands qf local elected 
officials. They need training to understand the various Federal 
programs and requirements mvolved. Oftentimes legislators could 
use some training to understand these problems. This is one exam- 
ple of ways in which training funds could be used in wh^t some 
States consider more appropriation fashion; the effectiveness of 
these training expenditures could be greatly increased. 

Mr. Chairman, I deeply appreciate the opportunity to have testi- 
fied before you today. • 

Mr, Rangel, Your suggestions make a lot of senset. We will be 
looking into them. • . 

Mr. Gorman. In Minnesota is th^ county responsible for social 
service? Do they pay for all or part of the care? 

Mr. McCarron. There 2fre formulas within the statute that read, 
for instance, in emotionally disturbed qhildren for their support 
that the State will provide up to 70 percent of the funding and so 
the county provides the other portion. 

Mr. CoRMAN. Are. there any programs where the Federal, State, 
; and county governments share fin^cial responsibility? 

Mr. McCarron, A great many. 

Mr. Gorman. Is that true in Virginia, , too? 

Ms. Marshall. Yes. 

Mr. Gorman. Do either of your States re<iuire local governments 
, to contribute to the cash assistance of AFDC ^nd SSI? 

Ms. Marshall. The auxiliary grants to SSI but SSI itself is a 
purely Federal program but we do have auxiliary grants for domi- 
ciliary c^re and the localities- — ^ ^ 

Mr, Gorman. That is paid for with local taxes. 

Ms. MarSha4JL. Part of it- Not m^ipaid. We have no Ipcal in- 
volvement in medicaid. 

Mr. CoRMAN. What about the States' portion of AFDC payments? 

Ms. Marshall. It Is 75 State and 25 percent local. Under title 
XX that 25 percent is split again, the 25 percent that the St^te 
must, put up. Part of that is local. 

Mr,. McCarron. In Minnesota the AFDC is a State-Federal re- 
sponsibility. Things like medical assistance which we deal with are 
90 percent State operated and cost of "care, of disadvantaged chil- 
dren, mentally retarded and so forth are partially handled by 
property tax and partialiy by the State and partially by Federal 
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Mr. Gorman. I don't know how you do tfiat on the property 
tax Irate you have in Minnesota, What about Virginia? 

M& Marshall, As I am sure you know, most of the Southern 
States do a great deal more at the State level and property tax^ 
tend to be low. That^sav^ us some of the difficult problems of 
cities 'that the rest of you know so much about and our property 
taxes are not so high, but people don't like it. 

Mr. McCarron. One other tJhing we have in W[innesota, Mr. 
Chairman, we have the design of the circuit breaker on property 
taxes which equates the property tax to ability to pay up to $23,000 
in income so the individual taxpayer geta a rebate on his pi^operty 
tax based on his ability to pay and the local linit of government 
receive a local aid subsidy from the Statie that really came out of 
the income tax funds. — 
Mr. CORMAN. You have an incojme tax system in Minnesota?, 
Mr. McCarron. Yes, we do. It is of some discussion, 
Mr. Gorman. Maybe sometime somebody will explain why you 
need a circuit i)reaker system. 

Thank you for your contributions. I hope we become better ac- 
quainted, Mrs. Marshall. ^ 

Our next witness is Jane Knitzer, project codireqtor, Children s 
Defense Fund. 

Ms. Knitzer, we are plea^ to welcome you to the committee, if 
you have a prepared statement you may submit it for the record 
and summ^arize. 

STATEMENT OP JANE KNITZER, PROJECT CODIRECTOR, 
CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND - 

Ms, KjjrrzER. Thank you Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Jane Knitzer. I represent the Children's Defense 
Fund which, is a. public interest organization that seeks ^ uncover 
problems affecting children. We jusj: released a repc^which we 
shared with all members of this subcommittee on Children who are 
at risk, or are in placement and we are vitally concerned about the 
legislation that you are con^dering today. Before I briefly summa- 
rize our fmdings for' you—and i did testify before you almost 2 
years ago, I would first like to take this opportunity on behalf of 
CDF to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and all the other members of 
this committee, for your leadership in the last - session and your 
beginning leadership in this session. We deeply appreciate and we 
desperately need it. 

Let me briefly highlight wh^ we found in our study because I 
think it really ties in very much with some of the issues that have 
dready been raised in testimony today arid last week. We have 
three major fmdings. The first is there is an antifamily bias that 
pervades the policies and practices ^of the child welfare system. The 
system works against families, not for them. 

' The s^ond is that the children who are in these systems, in 
child welfare systems are in double jeopardy because they are also 
subject to neglect by public officials who have responsibility for 

them. ' . T t J 

. And the third major finding, which is why I am here today, is 
the Federal role exacerbates both the antifamily bias ^d the 
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public neglect of these children; Let me just for -a moment speak in 
some detail abotit these findings.. • , 

An antifamily bias is reflected at all points in the placement 

Erocess. Children are inappropriately reniB^ed from their faniiiies. 
et me shar^ with you a case example. In the coul^ of doing our 
study we> learned ^>out many children. I will share briefly what 
turns out) to be a fairly typical kind of examplei of a mother who 
was receiving welfare, payments who had five children. The oldest 
. child was 8. She had a retarded 2-year-oid and a set of 6-month-oid ^ 
twins. H6r sister was killed in a car accident and the mother 
became severely depressed. She felt unable to cope with the heavy * 
demands of her family,. She turned -to the local child welfare 
agency for assistance and as a result all of the children were placed 
in foster care. The mother was never offered crisis counseling. _ 

She was never offered a home maker to give her a respite from \^ 
her demanding, family needs. Instead, at high^ost to the ta^^ayers 
the children were placed. This is what it means in the lives of* 
children. We were actually shocked to find the exteht of the antifa- 
mily bias once the children are placed. What we found was the 
system sometimes actively discour^iged parent-child contact. We did 
a survey and found that in 140 counties only half even had written . 
policies requiring parent-child contact, so the case workers o^'fice 
did not even attempt to arrange visits. 

When visits did occur, it is typical ffir such ^visits to be in court- 
rooms. Just think about visiting with your own child in a court- 
room. We even found one county^ that allowed visiting only on ' 
special occasions such as the childs or the parents birthday. That 
latter on6 .is extreme. The courtroom example as not extreme 
We also found that parentWid not know when the children were 
moved from place to place. Tn^y did no", know where th"e chilcfren 
were. 

The antifamily bias, continues at a point when a decision should 
be made about the child too often there is wo One to make a 
decision. Again let me share the case of a chfld. At the tixne we . 
learned about him. he was 7. Ai the age of 4 he was remov^»d from 
his foster home becaub'e he was appropriate for adoption. The State 
then placed him in a child care inititutidn^removed him from a , 
foster home* 3nd placed him in an institution so he shoufd not 
establish too strong ties with foster parents who did not in that ; 
instance want to adopt him. 

He>was placed in- this child care facility as -a precursor to his , 
being adopted. However, the system broke down. The child's case • 
wiis never reviewed and at the^ time we visited the State 3 years 
later he was still in the child care facility and had no adoptive case 
- worker, and there was no tracking mechanism so somebody would 
know this child was still sitting there. 

This' is what it means in the lives of these children, I could go on. 

That is an example of the antifamily bias. It is also an example . . 
of public neglect, where there was no case worker for this child and 
there he was in ah institution. The public neglect of children we 
found takes many forms. The first is that case workers— you haVe 
heard this— are overburdened and they don't get. to know the kids 
or facility they are in. As a result, many children are inappropri- 
ately placed. This ties into the fiscal problems that we are all 
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, dealing, with in terms of the cest of this ^stem- They are also 
. ; placed 'at great distance from their family. We found 10,0(K) kids 
are placed out of State- - :^- 

And in our report we have map ^at looks like airline taaps of 
kids crisscrossing the country because there is no consideratioii in 
their placement, to placing them in the least r^trictive setting and 
also the closfest possible setting to their home aiid community ♦ 
consistent with their special needs. 
. 'O&r findings tie in with what Senator Pisani said, they are 
placed where there ^are spaces. * ^ 

We also found that for many of these children there are either 
na previews or the reviews ai^ pro forma. This speaks to the is^ue 
that came up befom around the administrative case review, 6 
month administrative case review and the IS^onth judicial 
review. 

In our study we, found that reviews are simply, very often paper 
reviews. We even found one instance in Massachusetts where we 
were simply told by the case workers— I might say Massachusetts 
has gc^d regulations a|K)ut review requirements — that they only 
did the case reviews, the administr^itive reviews, of the child, when 
they had a new case worker to train. Otherwise -there were no 
reviews of the cases.. - 

We believe it is important that there be a provision for an 
administrative review built into any bill- try to guard against this 
sort of problem. ^ 

Most States, two-thirds of the States, do not require in addition 
to these administrative reviews that there is any inde^ndent pieri- 
'odic reviews of the children. New York is one of the 20 that does.^ 
. Two-thirds of the States do not require any independerit review by 
somebody who is not responsible directly for the child and not 
within the agency responsible for the child. 

You have already heard today how the Federal fiscal dollar is 
implicate in suBtaining these problems and I am not going to go 
into that in detail Suffice to say it provides incentives in all the 
wrong directions. 

Let rile now turn briefly to some of the specific proposals before 
you. We are pleased to see that many of the issues that you ad- 
dressed so carefully and with such great detail last year in 7200 
arfir^ain in the bills before you, We l^lieve it is at^lutely crucial 
tl^t the address to this issue be comprehensive, that it deal in one 
bill with preventive service, with quality of the foster care that the 
child receives and with adoption subsidies, 

,There will no substitute in terms of reforming the system for 
putting those all together in one bill. 

Let me just, make a. few specific comments in terxM of some of 
the bills that are before you. We believe strongly there must be a 
conversion of title IVET program to entitlement program. This is 
fundamental. There must be a strong maintenance of effort clause 
and there must be a prohibition on the use of any new moneys for 
maintenance cost of children in foster care. We also . believe the ^ 
phase-in approach reflected in the administration bill may in fact * 
be a realistic way of trying to insure that States are able to comply 
with the requirements. ^ t 
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We support wholehe^artedly som6* of the modifications in the 
AFDC foster care program proposeid in the various bills particular- 
ly including voluntarily placed children in the program and second 
■ reimbursing for public agencies for small facilities. Wfe think that ' 
is important. We heard. over and over again in our visits to States, 
there is a desperate ntfed for the- development of these kinds of 
smaller public facilities particularly for adolescents. 

Let me say a>ord about the voluntary placements of children 
that came up bnefly before. We believe that' an adequate protec- 
tion would be the use of the written voluntary placement agree- 
ment in which the parental ri^^hts and obligations and the State 
rights and obligations are made explicit. We are very concern^ 
about the present system- by which children are in fact funneled 
through the court. j / 

It is not at all Clear to us that- the required judicial determma- 
lion now serves a^ a protection for children. In fact, it serves to 
guarantee Federal funding and the children in many cases ar& 
simply being sun through the court and ^rubberstamped to' become 
eligible for AFDC foster care program. We believe it is a better 
protection for the children to have those children who should be 
placed as a^ result of court order so placed and voluntarily placed 
children should be covered under a different kind of mechanism. 
' ^ In other words, we are concerned again about the pro forma use 
bf the court as a trigger for the fiscal dollar. 

We are fundamentally opposed to pacing a ceiling on the Ai'UC 
foster care program. We too are concerned as Ms. Martinez testi- 
fied—about the inappropriate foster care placements. We do not 
believe a cap is the appropriate way to address this problem , 
Let me give you three reasons we believe this, tirst there is 
absolutely no substitute in terms of turning around a system for 
increased targeted funds for preventive and reunification service 
and strong protections inf:luding periodic reviews and dispositional 
hearings, The administration's bfll would impose a cap regardless 
of whetherNthe St^-ites have such services and protcK:tions in place. 

We have Jrave reservation^ about what the consequences of this 
will be in terms of the lives of the children coming into care. There 
will be no guarantees that those children who need the care will 
•get it or that the children in care will be able to-be nibved through 
the system You can assure with a cap some people wiH be kept out 
of care but how do you insure that the right children are kept out 

of care? • . i i. * i • * 

St'cond we are opposed to a cap because it does not take mto 

■ account the realities of increased case loads, of infiation or of new 
demands on the child welfare system. For example, m our study— I 
know you have heard this in testimony before— there aYe mcreasin- 

■ gin immbers of adolescents, so-called status offenders who are 
beinij moved into the child welfare system and who need care and 
placements A cap also doc^ not allow for the States that will be 
effected bv *a rtK-ent Supreme Court decision which permits the 

■ reimbursement to relatives under the AFIX: foster care program if 
-children are formally placed with them,. nor would it be resFXjnswe 

to the intent of Congressman Downey and Rangel s bill, to extend, 
coverage to voluntarily placed,children. 
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* These are all legitimate kindst of demands on the system and a 
cap is not responsive to them. 

"^ Third; "we believe thaf even aftier the-States -have ^t up the 
kinds of service and 'protections envisioned in this legislation before 
you a ceilfng would be di^functional because presumably then only 
the ctyldren who truly need, foster care will be coming into the 

system. ' ' . . 

Finally we thinH it is outrageous that the admmistration bill 
includes adoption subsidies under the ceiling. To put a ceiling on 
tlTe numbers of children wltio cani)e assured permanence is:l)iey6nd 
foolish public policy. It is inconceivable- , • 

Let me turn now to addressing what we believe is one of the core 
elements of this legislation and that is the protections that the bill 
affords to children and -families. One of the tragedies of the current 
system is parents and children have so few protections' against its 
capricious functioning; We believe that there aire a number of 
protections that are absolutely essential that must be built into 
any kind of legislation and we believe that these protections must 
be afforded as a right to each child in foster care and they must be 
clearly made a condition of funding under both AFDC foster care 
program and the IV-B program. . 

These protections include preventive and reunification servicfe, 
" written voluntary placement agreements, case plans, placement in 
the least restrictive setting in reasonable proxiinity: to- the child's 
home community appropriate to the child's needs. Six months peri- 
odic case reviews and dispositional hearings. We also believe that- 
any legislation should specify the due process safeguards to be. 
afforded to. parents and ^children at various points in the placement 

process. ' • V •» i.- 

And we believe that it is very important that m this legislation 
there be some kind of clear m«:hanism for fair hearing. Having 
said that let me make some comment on what we think are neces- 
sary within each of these specific protections to maximize the 
likelihood of success. , * 

There is some degree of|manimity in the bilis before us as to 
these protections. There ar#|iowever some subtle differences that 
may be loopholes or that may be will weaken the effectiveness of , 
these protections so I would quickly like to run through them. 

First, we believe that preventative and reunification service re- 
quirements should only be waived in nonemergency situations if a 
parent refuses services. Otherwise it can bc^come a loophole for 
getting the State off the hook and not offering preventative service. 

Second, we believe that the least restrictive close proximity 
standard appropriate to the child's nefeds sould apply both under 
the AFEK: FC program and under Title IVB. 

Third, and this we think is v^^ry important— the 18 month ctispo- 
sition^l 'review mechanisp;i must have some kinds of built-i»4'oUow- 
up to insure reporting back to the body doing the reviews to make 
sure that there is compliance. There must some continued check 
on the bureaucracy to make sure that there is not simply a disposi- 
tional order saying free this child for adoption and/ncj further 
foilowup because we can predict that the childmai^-JwJl be freed lor 
adoption. 
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So in thinkir^ through the components in the dispodtional 
review some followup mechanism is absolutely crucial. 

We J^lieve that aiiy bill should 3peiiout due process protection ; 
sudh as the right to notice, the right tO participate and the right to 
have represefttatiton when critical decisions are made about the 
children. \^ " ' . 

' Finally on fair hearing mechanism it is not enough to have a fair 
hearing mechanism only for the denial of benefits, Parents, foster 
parents, children in this system need to have some mechanism 
where they can raia? questions about ^h^ adequacy of service or the 
failure to receive the benefits or the service and the protections to 
.which they are entitled. . v 

We believe — and others have said— that these protections will be ' 
cost effective; requiring placement in the least restrictive setting, 
would be-iikely to cost less than overinstitutiohali2ing children. 
Preventative service as Senator Pisani elloquently said, cost less 
than foster care. 

Finally, I would lik«» to just briefly mention our' hope that the' 
bill will inoifide strong accountability provisions and to 'reenforcie 
what Senator Pisani said aiK)ut the need to build in some of these 
mechanissm into the legislation. We believe that accountability 
mechanisitis ought to be established so there can be increased 
public Participation both in the planning process for the child 
welfare system and in the information available to^the public so 
they can know what is going on . with these children. We also 
believe that there must be provisions for adequate periodic on3ite 
reviews, onsite case reviews as well as reports; 

Thirdly, there must be public and periodic data avail^fble on 
these children and the bill should require this, 

I^t me make a few specific comments to expand on what I said. 
One thing that we believe would be very important would be at the 
point that a State becomes eligible for full funding under title IV-B 
we believe it , is crucial there be a careful determination as to 
whether or not the State is really in compliance with the protec- 
tion and service requirements of the bill. 

We believe , this should be an onsite case review kind of mecha- 
nism to make sure that in fact individual children are b^ing pro- 
tected in the ways envisioned by the bill. 

In terms of the need for aifgregate data we appreciate the fact 
that the administration bill requires an inventory of children. We 
^e concerned this be more than a one-time inventory. This must 
be a periodic kind of inventory. It rrfust be available on a State-by- 
State basis and it must be available to the public. 

Let me not comment any further on the bills but respond to any 
of your questions and just take a minute to make somi^ comments 
about title XX. . j 

CDF would like to submit for the record some detailed' written 
comments. I^t me briefly say once again we are appreciative of 
your leadership, this subcommittee's leadership and trying to 
insure that social services are protected for the people who need 
them and we hope to continue to work with you to achieve an 
increase in the permanent ceiling to $3.1^ilIion ifi 11)80 with TO 
percent cost of living increase subsequently, retention- of the child - 
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care earmarked and the 100 percent nature of that earmarked 
under Public LaA^ 94—401, improvement in training efforts. * 

We are opjxied to the administration's proposed 3-percent ceil- 
log. 1 believe that would be destructive. We would like to submit 
for the record more detailed comments. 

Let me say I really appreciative the opportunity to testify before 
you and again we will he happy to work with you in any way we 
can to get these bills passed. Thank you. , 

[The prepared statement follows:} . V 

SxATiiMJiKT OF Janu Knitzer Ghildrkn's D£:fknS£ Fund, Washington, D.C 

Mr. Chairman,' and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to 
testify before you today at the^ hearings on proposed legislation affecting ^ the 
federal chiid welfare prti^ams and TCitle XX. I appear here*^ on behalf of the 
Children's Defense J'und/a national, nonprofit, public int^^ child advocacy orga- 
nization created in 1973 to |;«ther evidence about, and addr^ systematically, the 
conditions and needs, of children, in this coyntry. CDF has issued a number of 
reports on problems faced by large numbers oi' children and seeks to correct tb^ 
problems through the monitoring of federa^and state administrative policies and 
? practices, litigation, and the dissemination of public information. In addition, we 
work with parents and local community and state groups committed to furthering 
children's interests. 

The Children's Defense Fund has jufit released a report of its 3 year study of 
public policies affectinc children who are at risk of or in placement and is vitally 
interested in the en^Sment of federal legislation to correct some of the serious 
problems in the cuirent federal child welfare prt^rams'. Therefore, I would like to 
focus my remarks Voday on three bills before the Subcommittee to modify the 
current AFDC*Fostciteare and Title IV^B programs, H.R 1291, H.R, 1523,.H.R. 2684 
and the administratiortvsproposal Assistant Secretary Martinez testified about at the 
Subcommittee's hearing^ this pa^ Thursday. 

/ Before 1 comment on these proposals, however, 1 would like to take a minute to 
express my deep appreciation and that of the Children's Defense Fund, to you 
Congressman Corman, and to other members of this subcommittee for your commit- 
-ment to and leadership of the effort to secure passage of comprehensive child 
welfare reforms in the 95th Congress, and for your strong support of meaningful 
le'gisiation in this sessibn. The hearings today are a continuing reflection of your 
concern about what happens' to these vulnerable children and fanriilies. We look 
forward to working, with you\ to secure the speedy passage of the kind of legislation 
that'they so desperat^ need\ 

Findirtgs fwm CDF natioriai st^dy 

CDF has shared with each of you copies of our recently released report, ''Children 
Without Homes: An Examination of Public Responsibility to Children in Out-of- 
Home Care," which details the results of a three year study of seven states and 
federal policies affecting children at risk of or in out-of-home placement. I also 
Biimmarized our findings in testimony before this committee in May of 1977. While I 
will riot do so again , in detail I wd^Id like to just mention our three most basia> 

findings. « I • , -i r ^ t -i i • 

The first is that the public systemii Vharg^xl with responsibUity for children m out- 
of-home care, and f>articularly the child welfare system, fail to ensure that children 
have permanent families; their own, or adoptive ones. 

We found that on a shockingly widespread basis, despite the pro family rhetoric 
so prevalent todav, an anti-family bias' Is reHected at all points in the placement 
process. Children 'are unnecessarilv removed' from thei? families because there are 
no alternative services, such as homemakers, day treatment facilities, or other 
family support services to reduce stress on families. Once placed, neither customary 
practice nor formal policy stresses the imix^rtance of encouraging parent-child visits. 
In Qur mail, survey of 140 counties, we discovered that one-haJf of the reporting 
counties did not even have writteh policies about parenlchild visiting. Nor did most 
counties provide funds to help parents defray the transportation or r<?lated costs of 
visiting. And some countjes^literally discounted visiting— permitting it, for exam- 
ple, only in courtrooms, or on sptKnal occasions. We also found few services were 
offertKl to parents to help them with the problems that result^ in the removal of 
the child, and to facilitate the child's return home. The anti^family bias goes even 
further. We found' that once a child has lost conL-iCt with his or her own family 
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either becauBe of the kinds of systemic failures just d^^ribed* or b^ause the 
parentis do not c^, too iittie effort is made to ensure the child is adopted and so 
ensured the nunurance of an alternative family. Instead, children simply grow up 
in the system, typically moving from placement to placement. 

This leads directly to our second msyor finding. These children are indeed in 
double jeopardy. Not only are they likely to be cut off from their famiU^, they are , 
also too often victims of . neglect by public officials. Caseworkers are frequently 
overburdened and do not know either the children or the facilities in which they 
place them. As a reiiult many children are in inappropriate piacemenUi, oft^n at 
great distances from their families. Sometimes the childx^n receive high quality 
c^te, but far too many are subjected to various forms of . subtle and not so subtle 
abuse, in the facilities. Yet states have failed to monitor the quality of care to the 
children. The states also know^ shockingly iittie about the children in'out-of-home 
care, either as individuals or as a group. Reviews of their cases are often pro forma. , 
In one Massachusetts county we were told the cases of the children were reviewed 
only as a training device for new caseworkers. 

At the time -we visited the seven study stat^ only one required by statute that 
the cases of the children be reviewed periodically, independently of the public 
agency. We are encouraged by the fact that since our visits thr^ other states we 
studied have passed such legislation. However, nationally, only 20 states npw re- 
quire such reviews. In other words two-thirds of the states dp not. As a ^t^sult, for 
large numbers of children no one is there to make timely decisions about what 
should happen to thum, and to see that th<^ decisions are carried out. The sad 
reality is that, states, charged with responsibility for these children are often 
neglectful, sometimes abusive parents. 

Our third major finding is that both the anti-family -bias and the public neglect of 
the children that we identified is exacerbated and sometimes literally encouraged 
by current Meral programs. , ^ «t ii> c - 

This is particularly true of the AFDCrFoster Care and Child Welfare bemces 
program. The AFDC'-FC program as it now exists acts a$ a disincentive to ensuring 
children families. It also fails to' ensure that the federal dollar is purchasing cost • 
effective quality care. It simply encourages the out-of-home placement of children 
and provides no incentives for states to reunite children with their own families or 
ensure their adoptix?n when appropriate. The Title IV-^ program provides too little 
money for badiy needed services to support families, or as appropriate, encourage 
the adoption of children. In fact the minimal federal dollars available under the IV- 
B Child Welfare Services Program have been used primarily to pay for costs of out- 

of-homc care. . i i j 

In addition, our analysis suggests that the federal government has exerted very 
minimal effort to ensure that the federal dollar is used in a cost eftective and 
humane way. ' ^ , 

Eiiseritial comp<menLs of meaningful chtid welfari' irf^iskitUm 

In view pT our findings we believe\thWe are a number of issues -which must be 
addressed in any effective federal ie^MlMion modifying these existing federal child 
welfare programs. We: are pleased ajwlyicou raged by the fact that many of these 
iiisues which were addressed so clearll^n UM. 72(M) are agam covered by one or 
more of the foster care and adoption proiKxsals before this subcqmmittee. Therefore, 
rather than discuss the strengths and UmitiJ of each proposal separately, we would 
like in thd remaiiKler of our testimony, to lay out what we beheve are the mt^ 
vital proviijions of a stVong bill combining the best features of each of the prop^jals 
bt^fore you. In assessing the relative strengths and limits of the various provisions 
we have tried to determine, the'-extent to which each would 1) benefit the children 
and families victimized by a system set up to help them; 2) be implementable by the 
statc*s; and be cxiftit eiTective, ^ |||^ 

Cvnvers'ion of title /V-B to an entitlernent program . ' 

As is recognized in H.R. 1291, H,H. 1528, and the administration propx^l, the- 
Title IV-B program must hi- converted to an entitlement program with a cap at its 
current authorized level of $266 million, prohibii the use of any new moneys 
(beyond the current state allotment) for maintenance costs^nd include a strong 
maintenance of efTurt provision. Conversion to an entitler^t program is a prereq; 
uisite to the sUiU>s developing the kinds of strong preventive,^ reunification and 
adoption related services that numerous studies have shown are both necessary ana 
cost etTective 'Without the assurance of a predictable amount of federal funds eacli 
year, staU»s will he unlikely to make the ncHressiiry changes in their service pro- 
grams. ' 
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aUp believe th^t the phrasing in of new wnds, reflected in the administra- 
tion proposal, repressents a u^ful way to help ensiire that the ^tes can develop the 
capacity to redirect their service sy:kems and provide the protections anticipated by 
the faillk • 

Protections for children and famili^ 

One of the trage<iies of the current system is that parents and children liave so** 
few protections against its capricious functioning. Our study and others hav^ docu- 
mented that strong specific protections for children and faniili^ affected Sby the 
child welfare systfein are absolutely vital to begin to reverse the yid^pread public 
neglect we have described. By pn}tections we are talking about a requirement for 
preventive and reunification services, the use of a written voluntary placement 
agreement for voluntary placements; the development of individual case plans; the* 
placement of children in the least restrictive setting appit}priate to their needs and 
Within reasonable* proximity to their family, home and community^^ periodic reviews 
at least every six months, a d^positional hearing by a court or court-appointed body 
Svithin 18 months of placement; and due process safeguards to ensure parents, fo^r 
parents and children receive the services and protections to which they are entitled. 
Any prot^ions shoul^ be established as a right for each child in f^ter care and be 
made a condition of funding under the AFDC-FC and Adoption Aas^tanc^ programs 
as well as the Title IV-B Child Welfare Service program* 

H.R..I523, H.R 1291 and the Administration proposal, all recognize, to greater or 
lesser degrees, the n^ for strengthened protections at all points in the placement 
process. We would, however, like to comment on some of the more subtle aspects of 
these prot^jc^ons that we consider es^nti^d to their effectiveness. . 

First, thi^ only exception to a requirement for preventive and reunification serv- 
ices in non-emergency situations ^ould be refusal by parents to accept such serv- 
ices. It is also crucial that the legislation make clear that preventive and reunifica- 
tion services include **haW services such as homeAakers or r^pite care, not 
merely **soft" services such as counseliixig. Both H.R 1291 and H.R.. 1523 do this. 

Second, a requirement for placement in the least restrictive alternative within 
reasonable proximity to a child's family should be made a condition of funding 
under both the AFDQiFoster Care program and the^lV-'B program as in H.R 1523. 

Third, in regard to the dispositional hearing provisions, there must be a specific 
*t:lause requiring agencies to report back to the oody conducting the eighteen month 
review on the extent of compliance with the order. Such follow-up procedures are 
set forth in H.R' 1291 and H.R. 1523, and are essential to the effectiven^ of the 
independent reviews. ^ 

Fourth, . there must be a clear definition of the due process safeguards to be 
afforded to , parents and children. At a minimum thesg include, where .relevant, 
written noti^, the right to be present and participate at reviews or hearings, 
representation by counsel or another repr^htatiye. the opportunity to present 
evidence and cross-exam ifte witnesses, and to .receive written nhdings. Appro'priate 
due process safeguards should apply not only at the point of removal and at 
subsequent hearings and reviews but at other points in the placement process, for 
example, when child is moved from one placement to another. ' ■■ • 

In addition, a^air hearing procedure, before an impartial body, should be included 
whereby any parent, foeter parent, or child has the right to be heard about the 
•adequacy of or denial of benefits, service or protections to which they are' entitled. 

Protections such as th^ Coupled with increased funds for preventive and restor- 
ative and adoption related services are not only humane, they are "coat effective.^' 
Eliminating unnecessary placements, and reducing the length of time children 
simply exist in care will not only benefit the children and their families, but the 
taxpayers'who indirectly^ bear the burden of a system that now keeps children, in 
care, at public exi>ense, too iogg; often in overiy restrictive, cc^ly settii^. 

Modiftcatiorii; in the AFIK^-f^ program ' ^, 

The three fost4?r care bills before the comrhittee and the administration's proposal 
make two significant modifications in the AFPOFC program Whicl^ we whole- 
heartedly support; namely including voluntarily placed children in the program and 
permitting federal reimburse/nents for otherwise eligible children placed in small 
public facilities. In regard to the inclusion of voluntary placements, current law 
prohibits AFCJC-FC reimbursement unloss^a chM has been placed in care pursuant 
to a judicial determination. 

To meet federal funding requirement^j niany states move ali AFDC-PC qhildren 
through the courts, not for their protection, but to guarantee the federal dollar.' We 
believe that children who arc voluntarily placcxi in care will be bett4?r protected by 



requiremlrits tor a. valunt^ry placement a^tjement than by the pro forma' court 
attention afforded them currently. • ' , ^ , . . • 

We belike that extending federal reimbursement to small piusUc mciiiU<^ iS an > 
important aspect of encouraging states to dtoeJop badiy needed, high quality group ^ 
homes for children/ particularly adoi^K^t«(iCK'e<^ and over again i^ . 
public officials they bemoaned the lack, of hucH fnonies, and frequentiy the ccms^r 
quenfoverMnstHutionaUzation of the youth. 

We are however, fundamentally opposed to one of the ms^jor modifications noade 
in the AFDC-FC program in the administration's propo^I; imposing a cap on the 
AFDC-FC program. Althogigh, we too, as: Ms. Martinet tesUfied, are con2erned about 
inappropriate foster care placements, we believe that a cap is not Uie appropriate 
/ way to address the problem for several r^isons. . ' j 

First, there is no substitute . for i^reased -targeted iunds for preventive and . 
reunification services, arid strong protections including periodic reviews and dispasi-^ 
tional hearings if the goal i^' to eliminate inappropriate placements. Yet the ad^nm^ 
istration^s proposal would impose a cap based on HscM year 1978 funding levels, 
reRardless of whether states have such services and protections in place. W© have 
grave reservations about impeding a cap on the.number oT childreh coming into care 
before states have in operation mechanisms to ensure that only children who need 
care are plac^ and- that they move on through the sy&tem, back home or to 
• adoptive homes. With only a cap you can ensure that some children will be kept out 
of care, but how do you ensure they are the, children whp don't need it. 

Secondly, the imposition of a cap do^ not take into account the realiti^ of 
increased caseloads and inflation, or new demands^on the system. For example, in 
our study we heard repeatedly about the ihcreasing nufnbers of adolescents, previ- 
ously adjudicated as status offenders, who are now becoming the r^ponsibihty of 
the child welfare sy^em. Similarlyra cap do€^ not allow for increased caselo^ in 
states affected by a recent Supreme Court decision in Miller v Yauakini^ 47 L.W. * 
• 4185 (February 22, 1979) (No. 77-742), that relative are entitled to receive AFDC-FC 
- rates fbr childrenSformally placed with them. Nor would a ceiling be responsive^ 
the intent of H.R. \G84 which WOuid exttod coverage to' voluntarily plac^ AFDC-FL ^ 
children now in the system. ' . ^ . , . / 

Third, even after states have implemented the kmd of services and protectiojis 
envisioned in the bills, a ceiling will be dysfunctional. Under a rcstructuted sysWm, 
. only those whoiruly need foster care should be coming into ih4 system on a long 
term basis. To place an arbitrary, limit on the numbers of these truly needy chjidren . 
^ . who can be lio sen-'ed would mean subjecting the left over children to serious risk 
-* that violates the most fundamental principles of public responsibility for the chil- 
dren. ' / ^ ^ 

Adoption subsidies 

The fourth crudaf component of child welfare reform is the inclusior\ of a strong 
ffcxleral adoption subsidy program. Data suggest that adoption subsidies are both - 
cost effective and' vital to ensuring that children, particularly thc^ with special 
needs, who cannot be returned home are adopted.' In Ix^ Angeles County tor 
example, during a one year period, 2B7 children who had b^h in J ong^erni totter 
care were placed in adoptive homes with subsidies. The county estim^^ted tliat to 
continue' those children in >fo^U^r care until age 18 would have cost the county $1G.7 , 
million in room and board costs alone, excluding costs of services and administra- 

The federal government at present provides no money tor such subsidies, and as a 
result in many parti* of the country children with special ne^s who might be 
adopted with the aid of subsidies are instead left in federally reimbu^ed foster care. 
In fact/there is an incentive for states to leave children in federally reimbursed 
^ fostir care wliere they are rciiponiiible for only a share of the cost, rather than to 
pldPe the child in an adoptive home wit^ a subsidy where the total payment will be 
less— but the state must pay the whole amount. - ' . ; .. . 

Both H R. 1291 and the Administration proposal include strong > provisions tor 
adoption subsidies. However, the fact that the Administration s pro^xjsal caps the 
funds available for adoption assistance undercuts; -the effect ivcnt^ df the program 
in ensuring children who cannot be returned home a nurturing adoptive family. 
Under no circumstances? should adoption subsidies he included, in a cbiling. Also in 
an effort to provide >?rmanent homes for children, we support thd extension of 
Medicaid coverage for medical conditions tq children who are adopteii. Today chil: 
' dren in most states are eligible for Medicaid caj-ds while in foster care] but lose that 
-eligibility when adopted. And we believi^ the non-recurring cQsti^ of adaption should 
also be covered". . < A i " ^ ' 

■ ' \ 
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, AccQUntability provkiofUi * * , . ' ^ . " 

It is our hope thiat any bill reported fay thm subcommittee will include strong 
mtH:hani&ma to ensure that stat^ areola compliance with the biil's provisions. We/ 
believef that a provinion for^Vublic participation in the state planning proce^ fcgr^ 
child welfare services, and the . foster care mid adoption programs would be one iitep 
in this direction. We also believe that there should be niechanj&ms b/ which .state 
compliance can be reviewed periodically and independently, both by the state, and 
by the federal government. Farther, the^ monitoring mechanisms must be ground- 
in on-^te case audits of the children, as well as in agenCy reports to the state and 
federal governments. Models of such audits already exist in the work of both tl* 
HEW Audit Agency 4md the General Accounting Office. ' ^ . 

Along these same lines, we view it as particularly crucial that when a state 
receiver full funding under the 'Htie IV-B program there be a careful determination 
that it is in fact in compliance with the service and protection requirements. If 
there is a phased-in entitlement, such a case audit should ooctir within one year of 
th^ time the state receives its full share of funding. If there is no phase-in, clearly a. 
similar process would b^ required at the time established for compiiance, although 
it would be extrerhely difficult to do this in a timely way at onc^ in all jurisdictions. 

Equally important. to ensuring accountability for both the children and the funds, 
are 'requirements that aggregate data nDt;bnly be collect^Kj periodically, but that 
they be made public on a state by state basis, We are aware that the Administration 
anticipates requiring an inventory of all children irj ca«e as a condition for receiving 
full funding .under Title IV-B. We applaud such a provision, tiut bielieve it is 
essential that such an inventory not reflect a one-time effort. Periodic reports from 
the inventory should be required on an on-going basis. This will not only" facilitate a 
states planning process; but will also make it possible to assess the impact of the 
child welfare reform le^slatibn. Unless states can tr^ick children in care, there is no 
assurance that the ni&ndated prot€*ption^ anticii^ited can be administer, in; a 
timely and periodic' fashion on behalf of individual children. 

Mr. Chairman, we would 4ilso like to. submit for tte record some comments on a^ 
num^r.of issues raise^;^ pending legislation and' budget- recoln mend at ions with 
regard to Title XX, ou>^m^^^ most J>asic sj^iem of pr^iding social services to 
\wdrkiiig families. ^ ^ 

V CDF is very appreciative of the leadership already shown by this subcommittee 
thi^iveiEr in trying to ensure that these j^rvices will continue to be provided, to the 
thousSrrde of families who so desperately need them. Specifically, we hope to contin- 
ue to Work with'you to achieve the following goals: 

An increase in the permanent coiling to billion in 1980; with 7 percent co«t of 
living increases in subsequent years;^ 

' Retention of the (^hild care earmark and of the hundred percent nature of the 
federal funds available through i^iblic Law ^34^401; ^ ; 

Improvement of training efforts by opposing the Administratiofl's prop<554ed 3 
/percent ceiling and restructuring the program to assure that it will provide the type 
'of high^uality trainj^g needed which is so cfc*<?tral to effective and effic; lent delivery 
[of social hevv ices. <' ^ - ■ y ■ ■ 

We will be submitting for the record a more detiiiled statement of the importance 
jf achieving these goals; ' ^ ^ ^ 

^*S^^i^^lyeciate the opportunity to testify before you, and would b(? happy to 
answer any (Juestions. or provide' any analyses that niay be helpful We l^k forward 
to working with yoii to ensure speedy piiss^e of child welfare and^social services 
legislation that will make a* difference in the lives of children lyid adults'. 

Mr. CoRMAN. Thank you very much. - ' 

Mr. Range!. 

' Mr. Ranokl. 'l^ank you for your testimony .> 
Mr. Dpwney. 

Mr. Downey. I would also like to thank ydu for your testimony 
and apologize* to yoiyfor coming late. I did not\hear your comments 
with respect to the administration's bill but Xj^* conXd answer 
them for me briefly: 'What is your feeling on the IV-B funding 
level? Your feeling on the cap? And if you have any on the bill that 



I introduced, H.R. 2684, to provide for periodic cas^ review of 



children placed in foster care? 
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Ms. Knitter. We are fundamentally qf<p?aied to the cap for some 
of the arguments that have been printed. (We don't thmk it is a 
protectioh for children. We are concerned a&SKrt-tiie children who' 
will be left out becau3e of the cap *Wa think it is not r^pohsive to 
inc^-eased demands on the system^ for example, the adol^(^nts* We 
support expansion of coverage to children who are tiow already 
voluntarily placed in the system. We think a cap would be counter- 
producti\{e, dis;[u|ictionai and ^perhaps dangerous to the children, 
particularly' a cap before the service and the protections are in 
place. \ 

Mr. Downey. With respect to the cap— you are much closer than 
many of us are^to th^ problems that exist in the real world ivith 
respect to neglected arid abused, children. Have you found that as a 
result of the legislation that the Cotigress passed, in 1^4 and other 
{ States and local: efforts that we are Mentifylng mo^e neglected and 
abused children? ' - ^ • V ' ^ ' ' ^ 

. Ms. Knitzer. I don^ ' think there is^any question the reporting 
statutes have resfulted in the identification of more children, 

Mr. Downey, Cetn .we shgw a relationship between rising cbsts of 
living and unemployment and neglected, ;abused children and the 
problems of children v^p have to be placed outside of their home? 
ils there nexus between tho^ factor? and number of children? 
' Ms; Knitzer There is no question, a number of children in fester 
care care systems are there becatise of financial^ stresses on the 
family combined with the burdens imposed by changes— for eicam- 
pie unemployment of §i father and*there have been some studio 
which showman increase in numbers of children, for example, in— I 
believe there was one^in Miphigan/ Yes, we can. We can show it. 
' Mr. Downey. What we can say then is that we are doing a better 
job but still not adequately in defming who*twlected and- abused 
children are, ■ , ' ... y 

Ms. KNrrzKR. That is a complicated quest«n. By statute we have 
defined some of tSese children. The real question is what we are 
doing once we identify them and the service we provide to them 
and to their families which turns back on why the preventative 
service are so absolutely vital. > \ 

Mr. DowjN^EY. Would , you say that as a'^ result of ^he recent 
inflation figures, the double digit inflation, that thete are more 
children who are not receiving attention? - 

Ms. KNirziKR. I think it depends on how much wq ^et, both 
preventative service and adoption subsidy setup. 

Mr: D#WNEY. What I want you to say is yes, we have further 
documentation that the cap is no good- . ^ 

Ms. Knitzer. I accept your ahswerto your cfueBtiOn. 

Mr. Rangei., Let me point out some problems involved in getting 
outside review to make the statement that these children are not 
falling between the cracks-r-I can understand- that. But when we 
talk about providing service why would you have confidence in this 
same system— one which you s;jy i3 overburdened and perhaps 
• forced, to be indifferent and insensitive to the child? We wiiH>e 
giving more money to prevent that but without establishing differ- 
ent and more effective criteria? ' 

Ms. KNirzER. I am not sure I am, completely following you., 



Mr. Rang£L, If the caseworker is now so gyerloaded we have to 
go outside to have some type of review for the child, 'who are you 
suggesting should , be given the moneys to provide service so. tiiat 
the child wx)uid not be institutionaliz€5d in the first place? 

Ms. Kniteer, I think there are models of demonstration, of pre- 
ventive service programs that really have wwked, taking some of 
the same caseworkers and giving the/fi some support, giving them 
some training and giving them different kinds of expectations and 
different kinds of goals:, r 

" Mr. ^Rangkl. Why can't we do that ndW with the caseworker? 
How. can you justify losing a child by i^aying that you had a, heavy 
caseload? How can you do that? It should be an indictable offense if 
you call yqurself a social worker. 

Ms. JKnitzer/ Perhaps, but I think the pressure on caseworkers 
are extraordinary and maybe It is an indictable offense that We 
^ don't have Federal moneys for preventive service because what is 
reimbursed is -the foster care payment and th^t is where the dollar 
is and in fact some States are really trying to do this and they are 
realiy hampered, So I think it can he done. . , 

Mr. Rangel, Are you saying that if the moneys are avail^^ble 
there could'be assurances that the job would he done? ^ 
^ Ms. Knitzek, That is right. It turns on buildiijg in accountability 
kinds of things I wa§ talking about. It is not gomg to be •easy but I 
think it really can be^'dpne, 

Mr. Gorman, l^hapk you very much, ^e Children's Defense 
Fund has been tremendously impQrtant in tftis area. I sincerely 
appreciate the support you have given us. If we are successfiil this 
year in the House as wawere last year I ask you to Continue your 
vigilant efforts in the Senate. 

' ^^%s/. Kif ITZER. We ask the same of you. ' 
[The following was subsequently received:] 

SupplkmkNtal Statkmknt ok the Children's Pkfknsk Fund 

We would also like to make some comments to the Subcommitt^ with regard to 
pendinfj legislation on Title XX, our largest and most biisic system of providiJC^ 
social services to working families, 

■F\r^U we are plea^ that the Subcommittee has already gone on record in its 
budget discussions in favor of an increase in the ceiling to thfe level of $3.1 billion 
for 1980. CDF strongly supportis Chairman Corman's bill which would raise the 
ceiling for^l980, provide Tor 7 percent ;increaijes in subsequent years, and retain th6 
earmark and 100 perc<^nt match on the Public Law 94-401 funds for child care. 

• CDF particularly appreciates the leadership alreadt^ demonstrated by. the Chair- 
man and by Mr^Stark on the question? of the child care funding. Although we are 
aware that not all funds . provided under Public Uiw ^^4-401 have been Sfx»nt on 
child care, we believe that the administration's propased phase-out would ha\re 
worked a real hardship on existing programi^ which could not suddenly come up 
with stiUe or local funds to supply a 25 percent match in the coming year. \ye were 
thus pleased la observe that in testirMotiy last wee4c before your Suix'ommittoe, thb 
administration reversed its prevlt?us position and endorsed continuation of the ear-, 
mark and the 1(H) percent match. • , 

• €DF further urges the Subcommittee to consider tightening 'up the h^nguagi? of 
Public I^w U4-401 to ns^sure that funds authorized under this program'' iye actually 
sptmt on child care rather than on other actiyjties. This could be done by incorporat- 
ing into the authority language which would require that the funds be targeted for 
child care servict^s. 

Secondly. CDF .sharers the SubcommittiH.»'s skepticism about the administrations 
proposii] to innxJ-se a ceiling on training funds available through Title XX. With a 
major new initiative p<'ndii^ in the area of child welfare and with pro po.sed new 
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Federal Interagency D^. Car^ Rix^uirempta to be relefaaed soon, both the impor. 
tance of and the demand for training will increase, not-decrease. - 

CDF also endorses the foilowing proposals which we believe would improve the 
effectivenet^s of training and strengthen Hnkag^^ between ti^aining prc^rauvs- and 
service deliveries who are close to the clienb; they, serve: ' . 

A state plan requirement, s . 
, Authority for non-profit orgatiLsatiops to conduct training. 

Authority for Federal reimbursenjent of per dle^ and travel expeniic^s for 
trained atte/iding sessions shorter than pne week. 
In conclusion, Mr: Chairman, we thank you and ybar colleges for your cor^ipit- 
ixvent to developing the Dest possible child welfare and social service ic^iation, 
and we reiterate o^ commitment to assisting the Subcoxximittee in any way that 
^ould be helpful ; . ' ' . 

Mr. Gorman. Our next panelist is Ann Klein, commissioner, 
Department of Human Services, State of New Jersey and Raymond 
Farrington, acting director of Protective and Children's Services, 
State of Connecticut. , 

We are pleased to welcome you to the subcommittee If you have 
a written^ statement you would Jike to submit for the record and 
summarize, please do so. ' ^ 

STATEMENT OF ANN KLEIN, COMMISSIONER. DEPARTMENT OF 
HUMAN SERVICES, STATE OF NEW JERSEY 

Ms. Klein. Thank you Mr. Chairman, Mr, Rangel, Mr. Downey, 

We have submitted a written statement from the State of New 
Jersey. I am the commissioner of the Etepartm^nt of Human Serv- 
ices. My name is Ann Klein and I am^ very pleased to have the 
opportunity to testify on your title XX and title IV-A ahd IV-B 
concerris. 

Mr! Gorman. Off the record. 

^Discussion off the reccr^] 

Ms. Klkin. It is veiry hard to follow Ms. Knitzer as a testifier 
because she certainly [is impressive in her knowledge and . state- 
-ments about the needslof children in our country. But I will do my 
best. I thought before I gpt into my testimony on title XX since 
there has been so much discussion about the proposed review of 
children' in placement that I would^like to share with you what we 
have done in New Jersey which I think is a little unique and we 
did spend a lot of time. developing our review process. 

New Jersey is one of the States that |^as been receiving ,yery 
IHtle money in AFDC fost^carp simply because we did not have a 
court review process and we did not have children eligible for 
Federal participation except in those cases where they were com- 
mitted through coming to the attention of the court but not 
through any kind of our bringing them to the court for placement. 

Therefore if the cap is put on AFIMJ foster care, New Jersey will 
suffer tremendously because now that we have a foster care review 
in place, the court >eview in place, and will be eligible to receive 
participation by ^he Federal Government we will be capped out at 
a very low level if that cap should stand. 

We^. do appreciate Mr. Downey's bill which would provide for 
those who have not been covered heretofore to come into the for- 
mula, * ' 

We are needless to say opposed to the cap. But 1 think or foster 
• placement review program is,- as I said, unique and interesting and 
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do6s pot differ too much from what your staff is providing except 
iii some specific ways. . - 

I have a comparison of the bill you proposed plusf the New^ Jersey 
child placement review so that you could lcK)k at that and perhaps 
there might be ways in which some of the things we incorporated/ 
might be included. . 

What we did that was different was to provide for citizenry 
review panels which are appointed by the courts in each of the 
counties so that they are actually an arm of the court and the first 
placement, whether it is voWntary or involuntary, JB throi^h judi- 
cial determination within 72 hours actually going ioihe court for a 
placement. Then a pilacement plan is made'for the child. 

The panels have been established by the court to report to the 
court and they are citizen panels who serve without compensation ^ 
aild the child's case is reviewed within 45 days after the initial 
placement to find put what the plan is, whether placement should 
be continued and for the panel to review what is happening to the 
child. Then subsequently the court reviews those findings and 
i^ues orders or holds further hearings. If tHe panel reconimends 
that the plan of the agency is not satisfactory^f the child remains 
in foster care after that rfeview the case will come up for another 
review within 12 months. That is somewhat different but not too 
different. 

We were very concerned about the costs pF the 6 months review 
and all of the l^iwyers that would be involved representing all the 
different parties, the State and the child — the cost we think of any 
kinds of a real court proceeding involving all kinds of due process 
and of having verbatim reports out of that process would really 
overwhelm* what the cost of placement was and that schemed to be 
. our evaluation as we were developing our State law and this citjzen 
review panel came up as a sort of substitute for that. 

It has^ only been in place for 6 months and wie have so far felt 
that it is working pretty well but it is too soon for anybody to 
evaluate it. The reports from the. different counties have been that 
the review panels are meeting, they are reviewing the children/ In 
a sarprisingiy high percentage of the situations they do agree with , 
what the agency is doing with the child. The agency of course felt 
that might not be the way it would turn put but it has so far sort 
of substantially cited what the agency is doing. 

We would like to have a chance to have this program work and 
to be eligible for AFDC participation by the Federal Government 
and if we suddenly had to come up witfi a review- every 6 months 
and a whole different process than I think that our State would 
suffer from that. So I would like to, if I may, place in the record 
this comparison so your staff could review what we have done and 
compare it with what you are proposing. 

Mr. CoRMAN. How would you feel aWmi it if we provided a 
statute that would hav|? *the t> months review or the secretary's 
waiver? Would you be willing to submit your plan as it stands to 
the Secretary? Do you think that might solve the problem? Frdnkly 
we believe some form of a review is necessary but we do not want 
to be unreasonable. If there JB an adequate review already in 
(existence the Secretary might/tx? reasonable about that. 
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. Ms. Klein. I think I could feei very comfortable with that be--, 
cause in. working out that program we had to consult dosely with . 
HEW as to whether this would in effect meet the requirements for 
foster care review, I believe that I would find our program satisfac- 
tory, at least up to the point where we had a chance to evaluate it 
to see what the problems were.wMth it. Of cour^, vou never know/ 

I run a bi^reaucracy myself so I don't trust Jpe bureaucrats. 

Now if I may I would like to say a little abou/Rtle XX^because 
for me as the head of a very large social service agency title XX 
has been the .salvation of everything progressive w^ have tried to 
do in New Jersey. I was* fortunate coming into office. 5 years ago— I 
v^s fortunate but the State wasn't—that we were spending a low 
proportion of our title XX money ip New Jersey, approximately 
half of it. So that over the ensuing S years, 4 years, we had an 
opportunity to, despite very tight Stat^ fiscal situation, to greatly 
expand what we were doing in spcial service through what I think 
is im excellent r»echanism, excellent program, the title XX pro- 
gram. ' . 

This urogram really promotes c6ordination of social service and 
extends public inyoivement in the planning process and the only 
real problem we have with it is that we are now at our cerlirjg and 
of course in a p%rio<i of really runaway inflation and it is amazing 
how a St^ite that got along for so majiy years without any effective 
social service, the^minute you provide some the demands just goes 
out of sight and so for whatever you do, there is a demand for you 
to do more of it. 

As an example 2 years ago we did not have any shelter tor 
spoudal abuse in New Jersey and We were going to ^hear;- about the 
need for this from our constituents so w^ identified some title XX 
money for this, thinking we might haye four "shelters in the State 
and the demand has been unbelievab|e. We now have nine active 
shelters, ail of them threatened because of the loss of . GET A 
moneys and ceiling of title XX, threatened with whether they will 
be able to continue to exist and yet there is a demand in all the 
Qther counties to have similar shelters and all the ^shelters are 
filled. 

;i think this kind of program certainly responds to the question ot 
child abuse because where there is spousal abuse child abuse is 
involved. Without title XX we wpuid not have been in position to 
do any of this. This is an example the way the costs keep rising, 
the demands keep increasing and the funding is not keeping pace. 

Lknow you must really get weary of hearing everybody say there 
ishiot enough money. Not enough money atid We need more but in 
effect when you consider the demands placed on the social service 
programs and what is actually^ happening in our society today it is, 
totally insufricient to dq what we hope to do with it. 

I would like to say that we strongly support, Representative 
Corman, your bill to~I guess H.Ii. 2724— which would provide for 
permanent increases in title XX funds ip fiscal 1980 and 1981. And 
we would also like to have considerefd adjusting title XX allocations 
to cost of living, starting in 1982. ' , , , 

The funding problems are really exacerbated because some serv- 
ice depends on title XX which I think should be provided in other 
ways! f' ' 



For instance, New Jersey has 25 perpent of its title XX funds 
committed to day care and we are only providing a small f^rt of 
the need for day care. I think we ha%» to be aware — and it has 
been mentioned before today — of th^ areat differences that have 
takeri place in our society and it has aff- taken place in a very few 
years. Among all the vs^men with children under the age of 6, 44 
percent are now working. And if you go to children between the 
age of 6 and 17, 60 percent of their mothers work. 

^ That is a very marked difference in our social ordef and in most 
cases these women are working either because they are the sole 
support* of their farhily or l>ecause' their second income is needed in 

' order for the family to make ends meet. 

; Yet our institutions have not adjusted to this change in society 
at ail. For instance, the school calendar and school day which al*e 
anachronistic and designed to meet th^ir needs of an g^icultural 
ei*a hinder the working mother by releasing children in the after- 
noon 'and m the summer and during ^lioiidays and as a result 
parents either have to find substitute care, preschool, after school, 
summer camp or else the children are basically unsupervised 
unless there is a grandmother or relative and we k^ow that^lai^e 
extended family is really also fading from the scene. 

So^that we have a real serious problem for children in terms of 
just ivhd is protecting them When school is out^or when they are 
out of school 'and tfie social service dollars are the only basic 
resource foif this and will simply not Stretch and man"yttmes those 
funds are competing with all of the other yalid demands on the 
social service system. 

I think this whole issue of what v/e do as a society when there 
are np longer two parents in the home has not been addressed very 
well 

I think we should consider the possibility of taking dav-care 
service out of title XX and funding it as a separate progtam. It is a 
strong competitor for scarce social service dollars. It would have a 
lot, of support for funding and would release moneys that are 
needed to supplement day-^^are service/ 

Day-care service of course is one of the very big preventive 
service and it is not available sometimes. 

Mr. Gorman. How much of your title XX money is allocate for 
day care? . 
Ms. Klein. 25 percent- 
Mr; Gorman. G£ the Federal dollars? 
, Ms. Ki^iN. Yes, $25 million out of almost $100 millidn which is 
our total ^nd about 20 percent of that or a little more than 20 
percent of that is going for after-school programs to provide for 
after-school programs wnich really takes awayfrom preschool and 
does not begin to address the question of what happens to children 
after school. We have also, of course Strongly supported your bill to 
make perpianent that money that was passed a couple of years ago 
for child care which has not ever been made permanent. 

I'shouid teil you that we have problems when we get additional 
money but we don't know if it is permanent. For instance, this year 
we^ received an extra $().8 million in title XX but it had a tempo- 
rary statlis and when that happens ybii are immediately faced with 
the problem of how can you expand service or what can you do 
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with it if you don't know that next year there will be some more 
funding and the budget bureaus ami the legislature become very 
concerned ^bout that because if Federal dollars are not forthcom- 
ing the foUoiwng year that wouid put demands on State dollars 
which probably would not be met. , j • i.u 

The way we handled' it, what really could have happened is tne 
Statfe frequently has eligible service or charges that they can make 
against title XX. In our State the State is not fully, charging 
everything that is eligible tor title XX reimbursement ^ what 
could have happened with the $6.8 million is that pngomg State 
costs could have been changed against it and would have resulted 
in noj additional money .for any of the purchase service or co^imu- 

We hit a compromise and^we received $3,4 million to meet the 
cost of inflation basically and some addition in our programs and^ 
the State charged the other $3.4 million against State social worker, 
costs and things like that. Then they allocated in the State budget 
$3 4 million for the second year so we got the $6.8 million stretched 
over a 2-year period which made it possible for us to go into a httje 
bit— meeting inflation— on new proa*ams knowing that we would 
have *a second year funding in the Slate budget really in terms pi 
the development bfsocial service it cut «ie effort in half. 

So we are very anxious wheij we get new funds they do be made 
permanent and we can count on them the second year. ^ _ 

I would also like to recommend something that I don t think has 
come '-before the committee today and that is the ix)ssibility of 
changing title XX so that funds can be planned for and spent over 
a 2-year period. I think this is maybe the only Federal social 
* program in which you have to commit and spend tKe funds withm 
the year in which it comes to you or else y.DU lose it. 

I think that the. tighter we become with resources the m^ore 
carefully we have to allocate and plan and that incentive to. spend 
within that framework of the one year and not to be able to even 
commit money one year and charge against it the next year really 
puts a kind of vise onto the social 'service system, which I thmk we 
could do things better if we changed that and I would like to 
recommend that to the committee for considei^tion both that we 
have a longer planning period for title XX money ajid also that_we 
have at least 2 years in which to commit and charge the funds, for 
instance, the nutrition bills in aging, ! am sure they do not have to 
expend their funds within' one year in order to collect against the 
entitlement. Did you have some cjuestion about tbat? \ . 

Mr! Gorman. When we get to" markup we will look at that 
particular problem, 

-Ms. Klein. Thank^you. ' 

We also would hope you fJTight look at the present restrictions, 
concerning private funds donated by nonprofit agencies. We know 
and agree with the concept in terms of not having to depend upon 
. where those funds come from as to where the service go but we 
^ think that problem can be addressed administratively quite suc- 
cessfully and that is going to become increasingly diiticult to get 
private nonprofit commitment to programs when they can t have 
any certainty as to, where the funds will go. . 
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The fact is that without the money that was raised privately and 
^frpm local communities and local .organizations to provide match 
for title XX New Jersey would still not be spending its entitlement 
because we have never been able to get the State funds to draw 
down ail the title XX funds. We have developed a prggraiii with a 
good deal of input from the local communities, the counties and the 
private sources. -* 

Now J would just like to, if I may, turn to the whole question on 
title IV B. Actually the goals of child welfare service in New Jersey 
really are in concert with the '^Federal definition that we want to 
strengthen arid maintain families a«d I think that fac| is reflected 
in the fact that althbiigh we have 48,000 children in our caseload 
we have 10,000 approximately in child care and almost 2,000 in 
some kinds of residential care. V 

That number has not changed over the last 5 years. We still have 
the same, number of children in oiit-of-home placement although 
our caseloads have gone up 300 and 400 percent as a result, by the 
way of the child reporting law. The question, was asked before by 
Mr. Downey as to whether those laws have helped us to identify. 
Yes, we had a law going back to 1973 in J^ew Jersey requiring the 
reporting of child abuse and our caseloads went up so tremendous- 
ly that we literally had to restrict our caseloads to the cases of 
neglect and abuse and some of the preventive service we were 
doing for less troubled families- really had \o go by the wayside. 
We simply did not have the resources to meet the^derfiands. 
Despite the increase in title XX we have not anywhere near 
come close to being able to provide the caseworkers service and the 
'ard service that is required by suddenly knowing thlit all of those 
ery severely neglected and abused children are out there. 
I would also like/to say that a basic problem that is behind all of 
this is the — I wanted Mr. Rangel to hear this — the basic problem, 
Congressman, in/4ny opinion is the income level at which we are 
supporting chilc^'en in New Jersey and in this country whose fami- 
lies cannot sup^rt them. 

There is abssi'olutely no question from any studies that we have 
done that th(pe is certainly an exacerbation of fanyiy breakdovVn, 
neglect, and abuse. . , ' 

The pove^y level at this time is. $6,600 a year and our system of 
AFDC inclusive of food stamps provides about $4,400 a year for a 
family of /i our. There is no way children can be. reared without 
serious a)iuse and neglect in that kind of income leveL I believe 
that it is the Nation's shame lhat we have not found a way to 
provide ^an adequate income for the poor children of this country. 

I think tha\ when I hear aboutt requirements that preventive 
service be provided prior to foster care placement, I have to—all of 
us subscribe to that concept that the preveij^ive service must be 
available but w^at are you going to /do when the preventive serv^ 
ices are simply f^^t available to the degree that they are needed? 

I think that no cS<ld woyieWi4j;e to be placed if you could really^ 
provide the income u^j^Tand theofwite service that are needed to 
prevent placement, butSUiey simply are hot there and there is 
nothing in th£ funding m^t is being proposed anyplace that is,^ 
going to begin to put that in place. 
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I d6n't think preventive services are that much cheaper than, 
foster care. I \^onU have to take issue with that. Yes, if you place a 
child in a $25,000 a year residential' treatment center program that 
^ is true, but homemaker service, counseling, day-care progranja, and 
an adequate income level, all of which are what real preventive 
services are, ate not inexpensive and they are not available out ' 

there. * 

There are situations in which cfiildren coine into foster ^care 
simply because the "home, the family is 'terribly inadequate and 
there -is nothing that we can do to put in place enough preventive 
services to pi-event that placement and just delaying it— I just 
really don't see, unless we are ready to fund it, how we can say 
■' that adequate preventive"services must be provided first. It would 
he something that nobody is capable of doing under the present 

■ funding Ifevels. ^ • j i.u • 

Mr. Rangel. That is shocking testimony. Have you tried that m 
New Jersey and reached the conclusion that the preventive serv- 
ices must be^4<hat costly? . 

Ms. Klein If you think about what are preventive services. 
* Mr. - Ranoel. If you think about how slipshod a kid can wind up 
>>ijs a result of being institutionalized, w^ know that ground. 
Ms. Klein. If you are talking about institutionalization-Tr— 
Mr- Rangel. Strike that but. Even the foster eare.^^ 
Ms Klein If you are speaking about what it does to the human 
being as being costly obviously the human cost of being wrenched 
from your home and being placed in foster^ care— but if you are 
arguing about the cost of providing the preventive services neces- 

, sary to keep them at home- 

, . Mr. 'Rangel. "Yes. , , . ■ 

Ms Klein. I would say in New Jersey when we placed achUd in 
foster care the cost is approximately $125 a month. Now, o^ir total • 
suppt^rt for a child under foster care in his own home m At IX. is . 
less than that and it is all federally reimbursed and the medicaid- . 
medicare will be the same whether he is in foster care or whether 
he is in his own home. * , ^ 

If you are supplying day care for him which may be very neces- 
■ sary in order for his mother to keep him at. home with the kind oj 
problems, she has, and if you provide a homemaker to go m and 
help the family so there won't be crises or ^^ou put a case aide m 
there or you provide facial v^orker to call oh that famiiy regularly, 
these are' preventive services and they are not, inejipensive. 

The reason it was said they are inexpensive is because we are 
not doing them adequately. Insofar as we are doing them they 
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wtirk and they are good but I just have to take, a little issue with 
the idea of whether we really, can expect it will' be chea])er. It w'lU 

^ T^rUn 'into that same; problem with the question of institutional 
care versus community care for the mentally ill A Xot of advocates 
sav it is cheaper to take care of the retarded or mental y lU in the 
community. I would like to believe that but I don t see the evidence 
of it IT you provide a day care center for handicapped child and 
vou transport, him to i4, the c«st of that transportation and day 
care ce^iter alone maS^ equal what- the cost would be ior h,im in an 

. V ■ ■ ' .' 
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institution, so the- services are not inexpensive and I don't think we 
.should think we can do them with very little money. 

If We are really going to keep children in their homes and really 
protect them, we neesci a lot bigger commitment from the Federal 
Gdvemment and from the Statts not cinly for the services but also 
to provide an adequate ^income so they really can grew up decently. 
/ The Carnegie Foundation did a big study on this and it came out 

"^in a huge volume called Ail of Our Children. What they said was 
^he mcst important thing you can do to give a kid a good opportu- 
nity to. get along in life is to have him born into a family that has 
an adequate income for support and I l)elieve that I believe that I 
don't mean that the money solves everything or that people with, 
incom^i don't have problems or that they children of the rich ttmi" 
out good, r don't meant that but I do mean the basic deprivation of 
poverty as we know it in this very affluent country, is absolutely at 
the basis of a great deal of the social problems that we have with 
our children and if you look to see who ends up in pur prisons, who 
ends up in mental hospitals, who ends up in foster care and so 
forth, pQverty is a very large part of it and I have to make that' 
plea. 

I am sure I am making it to the wrong group but I haVe a feeling 
you have equal concern for them., 

Mr. Rangel. You are really not. I was raised in central Harlem 
and there is nothing -that a few bucks would not cure that a lot of 
social workers were not trying to cure, so I Know exactly what you 
are talking about Perhaps I am talking to the Wrong group^but I 
agree with you. ^' \ . 

Ms. Klein. I know our social "Workers going into homes on com- 
plairtts of child neglect would find houses ih which .there was 130 
heat becaujse the fuel bill had not hfeen paid or there was no 
electricity or there was no food in the icebox literally because these 
■ families use up their food and their food stamps by the third week 

of the month.. . ' . • , , -1, 

I can take you to liSsten to groui^ of welfare mothers who will 
'testify as to what it is like not to be able to give their children 
something to eat when their eliildren are hungry and the agency, 
the social service agency, was unable ^to provide them with emer- 
gency as^hstance. ' ^. „^ , 

They sometimes remove children tecause it was the only way 
they could get them into a warmro«m' )vith enough to. eat. So we 
got some grants from the FederalGlSvi^niment for emergency as- 
sistance to be available irt these situationS«»^d we got a waiver -so 
that it did notyhave to get deducted from welf^ grants if you gave 
them some emergency assistance. The report that was done on 
that— just being able to come up with some bucks when there is a 
problaW like- that in the family had a treni^ousiy good report on 
it arfffs a result, we applied for a larger grant for the second year 
and i think some of the legislators are trying to put- it iii as part of 
a State program. But that kind of emergency meeting of real 
visible need is something that we don't address enough. 1 

Mr. Downey. On that point I w0uld say I think we can assuifie 
that ail of us are concerned with the humanity involved or the lack 
of it in placing children in foster care, but would you saf with 
respect to pure costs on providing that sort of emergency assistance 
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to hi^at the home, put food in the hou^ or buy a refrigerator or, do 
what needs to done^»that it is cheaper than putting the children 
iii foster care in New Jersey? 
Ms. Klein. Yes. , 

Mr. Downey. Would you say that in a way this is a type of clyld 
welfare service? > 

;-^s, Klein. Yes; ' , 

mr. Downey, Providing heat and providing food? 
Ms. Klein. Tes sir. 

Mr. Downey. If^ou could say that is a ^pe of child welfare 
service why couldn't you say child welfare services are cheapjer 
than placing children in foster care? . . _ . 

Ms, Klein. I believe, Mr. Downey, that by Vomihg in with that 
emergency and keeping thc^ children out of foster care that yoii 
have y^vested very little money and you preserve' that family for 
another day or another 5 days. * 

Mr Downey. I don't think we disagree. Ail I want you to say is 
the child welfare service which is providing the food^ providing the 
refrigerator, is cheaper than placing the child in foster care. 
Wouldn't you agree with that? . ^ — 

Ms.^I^lein. In that situation, yes. 

Mr. 'CoRMAN. I would not like the record to state that you can 
use social service money to buy food for children because AFDC 
money is not available. I am not sure that yoii would not be using 
all of your social service money for groceries for hungry children if 
that was the case. I am not sure Federal law permits that. 

Ms. Klein. I think maybe one of the reasons we are having some 
sematic .problems on this is that I consider an adequate income 
foundation very basic to preventive services. . 

Mr. Downey. I don't disagree. If I could engage my Chairman in 
a colloquy on that point, it would seem food would not be a good 
example but under the rubric of homemaker services it is conceiv- 
able counseling someone with $400 to buy a refrigerator might be 
the kinds of service one might question, but I think it might *be stilly 
legal and the sort of thing thai would k^p the family together^ To" 
provide -a retrofit on a boiler that did not work is a type of child 
welfare service* that maybe, with some imagination, we' could, if it 
is not already allowed, allow by regulation. 

Mr. CoKMAN. Mr. Downey, I woul^ appreciate one of the adminis- 
tration's witnesses clarifying this matter because I had not really 
visualized this as child services. If it is, we need to know about it' 
because we/dori't need $3,1 billion^we need $310 billion. There is a 
lot of refrigerators and busted boilers. 

Mr. Downey. Mr, Chairman, I am sure 

Mr. Gorman. Off the record. " 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Ms. Klein. I h^ve wandered a lot from my written testimony 
which I have submitted. I would Be willing to stop very quickly. I 
juSt want to say some-'ihing about the subsidized foster care bill, if I 

may. . \ , • ■ ^ 

We had this program in New Jei^y now for a number of years 
and we consider it an extremely excellent program. 

Uoth the biils 1281 and 1523 differ substantially from their provi- 
sions concerning adoption subsidies and they both, however, reflect ' 
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a very positive avoidabie commitment by the Federal Govertiment 
to provide F^eral financial support for permanent placement of 
cbildren. , ' 

I would have to disagree with the requirement ^f 1281 which is 
Mr. Brodhead's bill that a 'child would have to be AFDC eligible 
before his adoptive parents can receive a subsidy. We don't under- 
stand what the relationship is between- Avhether the child comes 
from a family who is AFDC eligible and goes into a suteidiised 
adoption, why that should affect whether there could be a ^subsidy . 
to that child. . ' ' • 

In addition, ther^ is a problem with the 1523 bUl which ^requires 
that you take 6 months to place a child in an unsul^idiz$d adop- 
tion placement before you can place him in a subsidized adoption 
place. We have been',able to place children with disabiliti^ such as 
"'&3wn's Syndrome, very, very hard to place children -for adoptipn. If 
we. find a home for that child which is a good and adequate home 
we would want to be able to place him and subsidize the adoption 
and not postpone it for 6 months while we are looking 
subsidized adoption. It might end up with that 4-year-old boy bei^ 
lost for 3 years. I think thos^Trfestrictions that are included in the 
bills we would like to -see not included in the fmal markup. 

We 'also think it is extremely important that the medical cost ^ 
for physically handicapped children or emotionally handicapped 
children be covered. In New Jersey we do cover them through our 
medicaid program although they are not eligible for Federal par- 
ticipation, but very often that may be the deciding- factor on wheth- 
er an adopted family can take a child or not. If he has severe 
medical costs in his future and w-e think any requirement that 
would limit the subsidy to AFDC f(Mter. care and did not provide 
the niedical sots would be quite unrealistic and would , result in a 
lot of these children not being able to be placed, - 

r think the committee has been very kind and patient and I 
appreciate your listening. I am sure your staff will review what I 
did not include in my written testimony and if there are any 
questions, I will be happy to try and answer them. 

[The prepared statement follows:} 

STATmENT OF AnN KuHN, COMMISSIONKK, StATE OF I^Jkw' JkRSEY, DkPASTMKNT 

OK Human Sehvices 

SUMMARY 

Part I title XX ^ / 

Title XX is a conceptually soiShd and vital pro-am for the development and 
provision of social services. >fevertheless, it has the following problems: 

The real dollar value of Title KX funds have declined because of inflation while 
the demands for social servipe^ hive increased. 

The problem of "insufFicient funding is exacerbated by the cost and gn»at need tor 
child day care which place^i limits on the amount, of Title XX fundts which can be 
used for other serviceii. , ^ • , w.r,,^ .tv.. w n 

The temporary status of both the increased fiscal year 1979 1 itk? XX allocations 
and the special allocation . for day care services makes planning very difficult 

The requirement that any new funds must be spent within one fiscal year is 
unreasonable and does not give sufficient time in which to effectively plan for new 

servi ces . ' ' " . ■ , 

It is difficult to allocate sufficient resources for planning, evaluation, and adminiiir^ 

tration since they must compete with scarce Tunds for social service^^ ^ _ 
Non-profit agencies are discouraged from donating private funds ^te the State for 

Title XX matching purposes because of federal restrictions on such funds. , 

— U o ■ 
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The. rkjuirement for an annual «*ervi<^ plan makes long raiige planning ami 
coordination with other service, which have longer planning cycles, diificult! 

The Administration s proposal to place a cap on Title XX training would interfere 
with our , ^fTorts to improve the etTiciency and elTectivene^ of Title XX funded 
services. 

To remedy these problems, we recommend and/or support: 

Repretientative Gorman's bill (H.R. 2724) which would provide for . permanent 
increases {n Title'XX funds in 1980 and 1981. Adjusting the Title XX allocations 
according to the cost of living beginning in 1982 whould alSo be considered. 

H.R. 2724 and H.R. 2469 which would preserve permanently the special allocation 
for child day care'^rvices (with 100 percent federal financial participation). 

Representative Stark s bill (H.H. 2469) and H.R. 2724 which would make the fiscal 
year 197S) increase permanent. 

An amendment to permit states to obligate and/or spend fun^fa against any Title 
XX increase for two years instead of within one Federal fiscal year- If this is not 
possible, states should be permitted tq at least both charge and credit a given 
Federal fiscal year for all transactions applicable to^tljat year for a^riod of twelve- 
months after termination of that fiscal y^r. 

" That the costs for state management impi;ovement activities be exjempted from 
the ceiling, and therefore; treated like training cc^ts. 

The deletion of present restrictions concerning private funds donated by^ non- 
profit organisations to* the State for Title XX matching purposes. 

An amendment which wo,uld permit states, to choose a one, two or Uitee year 
planning*cycle. ' > ^ 

That any legislation to place a cap on Title XX traming be opF 

Part 11, titles IV-A and IV- B ' 

We are in agreement withibost of the goals and conpepti* incliSed in Representa- 
tive Brodhea?s bill (H.R.^lP!) and Reprt^utative Miller^s bill (H.R. 1523). Provi- 
sions we specifically support are"^ . ^ 

The maintenance oi effort provision concerning service, and the requirement 
that new funds cannot be used to ex pan'd foster care. . 

Greater flexibility in federal financial participation in AFDC-'foster care costs. 

Integration of planning. 

Continuing federal financi^ participation in foster care as ap open-ended #ititle- 
Hient. . • 

Those provisions which would provide federal financial participation in adoption- 
subsidy payments. ^ s ' ' " 

Concerning adoption sub«idies, we agree with H.R, 152^1 that a child should Jiot 
have to he AFDC eligible before his adoptive parents can receive a subsidy. 

We believe, however, that the eligibility criteria in this bill should also permit 
immediate placement with subi^idy, fof^^a vpry hard-to-place child when it is in his 

bi^t interest t , , • i i , . i . 

We iigree with the Administration's proposal that these chudrCH^should be eligi- 
ble for Mtxiicaid and that there should be a liberal means test for j^optive parents. 

There are other rcKiuirements in these bills which are overly stringent and' would 
be difficult if not impossible to implement. These provisions concern: 

I^eventive services ' ■'-.^ 

• Thi»se bills require that no child will be placed in foster care unless the family has 
been' provided "adequate preventive s^?rvices". We are in agreement with this con- 
cept, but there is totally insufficient funds authorized in thest* bills to carry out this 
jnandatv- ' , ^ 

I miKirtiai review' • . . t 

The reimir^ments concerning impartial case review would make significant^ 
costly, and excessive changes in our r^>ei^tly established judicial case review proce- 
duhiS. ^' 

Vvrlxxtim reconh ' . ' 

The rcKiuiroment to f>rovide the right to a writtim or electronic verbatim rei'ord of 
a fair hearing is burd^mfw^airt^Iyi and unilecessary. 

As a whole, we prefer the more fiexible provisions in the Administration s propos- 
ah although we o'ppose a cap on AP'IX: foster care exp£?nditures. 

STATKMKNT 

I am Ann Klein, Cx)mmissioner of the New Jerse^^ IX^partment of Huiiian Serv- 
ic^. I appreciate the opportunity to testify before you tcxiay on Titles XX, IV-B and 



IV-A of tiife Social Security Act As the umbrella social, servkr^ Wjenqy in New 
Jersey, we administer funds from these titles. « j rji:i 

The first part of ray testimqhy will concern Title XX and blUs H.R, 2724 and H.R. 
2469.. The second part will congem Title .IV-A foster care and Title IV-B chud . 
-welfare services and bills H.R, H.R. 1291 asid H.R. 2684. • 

Title XX is a conceptually sound and vital program for the development and 
provision of social services. Over 335,000 individuals are provided ^u^ntial service* 
with the $92..1 million allocated to New Jersey under tKis Act. It promoted coordina- 
tion of social services and extensive puWie-iflVpIveraent in the planning process. 

I'm siire you have become weary of hearing that programs adequately 
funded. Unfortunately, because of inflation which has diminished dollars far faster 
than they have been added, and the changing demie^n^phic nature of socitety which 
plaoes increasing demands on social services systems, I have to tell you that this 
program cannot live up to its mandate or its very'real prpinise unless the problems 
relating tffthis funding level are addr^sed. • ^ " r rr^ . xrkr \*'^ r 

A most serious problem is the real dollar decline of Title -XX funds because ol 
inflation while the demand for social services has increased. In, New Jersey; from. 
197S to 1978s there has been a 250 percent increase in child abuse reports. The^ 
increase in'reports of abuse of the elderly, specially in some boarding hom^, is 
also shocking. Spouse abuse , has also emerged as a significant social problem, 
Deinstitutionalization of the mentally and retarded has ijncreased demands for 
community ba^ services such as homemaker arid adult activity centers. Yet appli- 
cations for social services totaling over $16 nj^lion weje deni^ last year becau^ of 
insutricient Titie XX funds. . ^ 

We support Representative Gorman's bill tH.R 2724) which would provide for 
permanent increases in Title XX funds in fiscal years 11^80 and 1981. A4ju§ting the 
Title XX allocations according to the cost of Hving b^iixning in fiscal year 1982 
should also be considered, • / \ \it^ a \^ 

This funding pVoblem is exacerbated by the cost and need for child day care 
which places limits on the amount of title XX funds which can be used fon other 
services. New Jersey has committed 25 percent of it^ Title XX funds for this servi^. 
Among all services, child day care receives the most funding uiider Title XX . 
nationally as well ^ ^ ^ , • • * 

The main reason there is such a great demand for child day care is that more 
mothers today are employed. Among all women with children under 6 years of age, 
44 percent wdrk, and with children ages 6 to 17, 60 percent work. In \nmi mstances 
they are working as either the sole support of their dependent families or to 
supplement the first income which is no longer adequate to support a faniily. 

The school calendar and thte school day, which are anachronistic and deigned to 
meet the needs of an agricultural era, hinder the working mother by releasing 
children in the afternoon, without providing, after-schoo] cjay care service. As a 
result parents must either fmd^ short term day care Servian on tiieir own, or the 
young child is placed in the potentially dangeroift position of b«mg left home 
without adult supervision. Some. day care money is spent on after school pn^anis 
but it is totally inadequate to till the vei^ lajge gap. At the same time, .these 
expenditures for after school „ day care are ti^ng thg rest oi the social sei-vice 
svstem 

. , The possibility of taking child day care services out of Title ;XX and funding it as 
' a separate prwram should be carefully explored, It is a strong competitor for scarce 
fundini< and has developed a vocal constituency which would support independent 
funding. However, coordination of child day care with other services, such as public 
assistance and protective services, is essential until such time as day ca,re becomes 
universal and edsily accessible. ' ^ . . 

Pending resoliition of this issue; we support H.R. 2724 and H.R 24b9 which would ' 
^ preserve permanently the special allocation for child day can? services (with 100 
percent federal rinn4nciar|)articipation). . , -i^ \: .'u... u it \ u . 1 

We wt^lcomed the fiscal year 1979 inerease/m Title XX funds (^>.H million) but its 
temporary status- did' create problems. We were Unsure if we funded- anv new 
oroJrams this year whether there Mfoli id be fuhds available for them the ^foRowmg 
year This creates incentivt^s for states to use these funds to claim eligible state 
expenditures, against^ Title 'XX ^ther than fund new programs or expand existmg 

^^^T^tfvery difficult decision was made in my state to allocate h^lf of the increase in 
Title XX funds for social servke^i in fiscal year I9H0 and an equal amount of state 
money in 1981 thus providing some-^tontinuity of funding. Our fiscal year imi) 
allocation of $^i4 million will be used to cover legitimate inflationary cc^ts in 
contract services, and to continue .and/or expdnd homemaker home health services 



160 . ' . ^ . 

I : ■. ^ 

for the i^lderly, aduit protective ser\uc^ for re^*nts of boarding homes, work 
, activities for mentaiiy retarded, Hispanic serviceSs^Decial programs for spousal 
abuse, Citizen Advocacy fof the mentally retarded, ano^nanagement improvement 

BeoausQ the special aljocation for child day care services lb also temporary, we do 
^m)t know from one year to the next whether we can count on these ftinds. 

We support Represent44tive Stark's bill tH.H. 24G9) an4 H.R ^24 which would 
make' the fiscal year 1979 increase permanent. Because of the great need for social 
' services and limited resources to m^t, these needs, it is imix>rtant that new Title 
XX funds be used in the most eiYective maniter possible. This is not pot^sible unless 
we' have sufficient time in which to pl^n for new services. We did not know until 
the very beg^inning of the Federal fiscal year and one quarter into the- program y^ar 
that we were coing to receive the fiscal year I9T9 fuftding increase! Title XX 
requires tliat -ttese funds- must be spent within the fiscal year. This time frame 
makes effective utilization difficult if not impossible. 

Many other similaf social service programs are permitted to at least obligate 
funds the first fiscal year then spend them the following year, which is not permit- 
ted in Title XX. t 
^ We recommend an amendment to permij; states to obligate and/or spend funds 

against any Title XX increase for twQ years instead of within one Federal fiscal 
" year. If this is not possible, states should be permitted to at least both charge and^ 
credit a given Federal fiscal year for all tra^isactions Applicable to that year for a 
period of twelve months after termination of that fiscal year. - 

It is also important that planning, evaluationr and administration in Title XX be 
improved. Because of the funding mechanism, it is difficult to allocate sufficient 
resfcurces to these activities since they must compete with social services for scarce' 
funds. Yet improvements in these arvas are needed if we are to assure maximum^ 
si^rvice benefit fur each dollar spent. 

We recommend that the costs for state management improvement activities be 
exempted from the Ceiling, and therefore, trinited like training costs. 

'Title XX requirements "concerning donated private funds have inter fer red with . 
our efforts to develop a reliable funding source for some Title XX service^^The Act 
prohibits reimbursement of expenditures, made from private donated funds unless 
such funds are transferred to the State, are under its administrative control, and 
' ■ are donated without restrictions except in cerUiin exceptions. Understandably indi- 
viduaLs. and. private organizations are reluctafit to donate funds to the Sttite without 
any assurance that their contributions will, benefit an agency of their choice. 
/ The ongoing receipt of revenue from private non-profit sources is an integral part 
of our purchase* of services program. Unless- the law can be chflT^gcxl in this regard, 
we can anticipate a decline both in the number of private donors and the total 
amount of revenue available to the State from private sources. Because of severe - 
' budgeUirx restraints, it is unlikely that this decline can be offset^by public funds. 

Thus. we\-an exptHrt a reduction in tHe volume and/or quality of available services. 
' We -iigrei* with the intent uf this rei|uirement which is to, retain the State's 

indepei^dent role in planning for si>cial servic<*s basc-d on ntnxi rather than the- 
source of matching funds. We believe this ititent can b*» met equally effectively; yet 
in a more Hesible manner, through administrative mi^ns. 

We strongly recommend the deletion of present restrictions concerning private 
\ funds donated by non-profit organizations to the state for Title XX matching pur- 

. posers. ^ ^MIKL ^' . ■ 

The planning process cguld also be improved by ^^^^"^l^B*^' planning cycle. 
Since most states are at their ceiling and th«re is little or ^P^ansion of.services, 
the rtHiuirement for an im.nual si,^rvices/|>ian sivms unnecess^iry. Extending the 
planning cycle would pi^rmit states to engage in longer range planning and improve 
the efficieiicy of the planning process. It would also.pt^rniit state* to coordinate their 
plans more efff^'tlvely with other social services programs (such as the Older Ameri- 
cans Act), some of 'which have planning cycles up^to tiiree years. This is also 
another re^^on for extemiing the s|HMuiing cycle. 

We, therefore, recommend an amendment which would permit states to choost^ a 
om\ two or thrtH? year planning cycle. . ' ^ ' . 

^ * Uistly I am very concerned about the Adniinistration s pro|>ostKi cap on Title XX 
training The most effective way of improv^/!; tW adii^uustration of social' services 
- - /■ is by expanding, not limiting training ^H^^iSP!^ ^^^^^ least-' we mnyd a 

well traint^ cadre of professionals to^me^tarife nc^Klfi of our chents. 

• The training 'ncn^is of t^^e IH.^UO^vvorke^r^^i?^ Jersey's Title XX funded programs 

have barelv bi^'n met . ' ''''' . .n^ . w 

We snT>nglx recH)mme^id*cHi£t ;^^ to place a cap on i jtle XX training 

•be opp<)S*Ki. - ■ 
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I believe that thcie recommendatioiis will substantially improve the Title XX 
process. Because Title XX promote* coordination, flexibility, and public involvement 
in the delivery of Bocial &etvice^ it is the type of prt^ram which also creates public 
confidence in government Title XX has proven a succetisful experiment in develop 
ing a partnership between the state iand federal goverpments and the public and 
pnvate sectors to iniprove and strengthen social sefvi^^ . - 

Historically Title iV-B funds have enabled the federal government to cooperate 
With the stat^ in .establishinfe, extending and strenthening child welfare services. 

Child welfare sehvices are deimed in broad^t terms as public social service 
- designed to (1) prevent or remedy problems which may result in n^^lect, abuse, 
exploitation or delinquency; (2) prot^ and cai^e^for homely, dependent or neglect- 
ed children; and (3). protect and promote tha w*»lfare of all childrpn including the 
strenj^hening of their own homes where pomUbi^'m, where needed, tjie provision of 
adequate Out-of-home care. ' • ' , , v. - • 

The goals of child welfare* service in New Jersey have ways, been m concert 
. with fed^iPai definition, i.e,, strengthening and maintaining famili^: That commit-' 
ineftt is reflected by the fact' that of the 4S.0O0 children and their families to whom 
we provide child welfare services, three-fourths of such children receive services 
Enabling them to remain in their own hom^, while the rem^hing 25 percent arerot 
necessity, in out-of-home placement. We have furthered our effort by applymg for 
and receiving f^eral grants to prx)vide additional in home service to prevent place- 
ment We have found, the specialized service provided under these grants to be 
highly effective and would incidej^tally encourage increased funding. of such grant 

^^^w^rsey also Recently implemented a Child Placement Review Act designed to 
provide independent review of the necessity of initial out-of-home placements by 
citizen pfi#els agting as an arm of the court. The law further requires case planning 
towards permanency and periodic reviews of pn^ress towards goal achievement 
Our adoption subsidy program has been in effect smcp lt)7S«and would be greaUy 
strengthened by federal participation. , ; , ' . 

For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1979, New Jersey will be expending approxi- 
mately $40 million in state funds for child welfare services, including foster care 
and adoption subsidies; but excluding Title XX hiatchable chUd welfare services. We 
' x:an anticipate only approximately 51.5 million from the federal government for 
«hild welfare services and foster care under current Title TV-B funding levels. 
Obviously, thfe is insufficient funding to meet the goals of this Act.^ 

We supporrthe Administration's request to increase Iv-B to $141. million this 
year and to fully fund it in the future. This would greatly enhance the f^eral/state 
partnership in services to families. We support ihcm^ provisions of House bills which 
would fully fund IV-B this year and which would reduce or eliminate state mat<^v 
ing requirements. New Jersey would receive a maxiipum of about $§.8 million if th# 
full authorization in this Vgi^^.^^^o" was appropriated.. ^ , „ n i .>oi 

Except for pi^isions related to adoption subsidies, H.R. IBIS and H.R 1291 are 
almost identical bills which tittempt to reform child welfare services. We support 
their goals and concepts of reducing unneajnsary foster placement^, planning tor 
and providing pernianency for children, facf itating adoption, improving acccfimt- 
• ability and services, and insuring due proce^o children and their famiiies, in their 
relationship with the State. ' _ . j *u * 

We support the maintenance of effort provision concerning services, and the 
requirement that new furids cannot be used to expand footer care. . , . 

We sitjiport .those provision^? which would provide federal financial participation ' 
. in adoption subsidy payments.* _ ^ a L^r^ r * 

We support greater fbxibility in federal financial participation in At* DC toster 
■ care cost.s, and w« support int4?gration of planning. i 

We support continuing federal financial participation m foster care as an open- 
ended entitlement under Title IV-A. Placing a cap on these expenditures would 
discriminate against a state like New^Jorsey which only recently enacted a judicial 
child placement review ny^tem and became t?iigihle tor increased FhF. 

Despite our support of the above provisions, these bills contain some very strin. 
gent, requirements which would seriously complicate their implementation. 1 will 
briefiy discuss some of the miyor issues: 

Prevent iue services , . \ 

'T^yem bills require that no child will be plac(?d in foster care voluntarily or 
involuntarily unless, the family has beon provided "adequate preventive services 
'We agret^ that preventive services should be provided but such services are not 
always available. Perhaps almost all children could remain in their own homes if' 
we could indeed provide the degree of on-site service necessary to care tor thern. 
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Tfa*re would certainly be far fewtM* crises for instance, if so many children were not 
beil^; supportijd at two-thirds of the poverty level. Unfortunat4*ly,' these bills do not 
proViifc for sufficient funding to insure that such services are available nor is the 
gountVy doing anything to assure. that millions of children do not live at a subsist- 
ence level. 

Impartial review 

The requiremenTTn these bills for impartial case reviews and dispotjitional hear- 
ings are unnecessarily spcx^ific and provide almcKit no flexibility in terms of imple- 
mentation. 'Our recently enacts Child Placement Review Act meete t^e goals of 
these bills but has different administrative procedures and a different schedule for 
case reviews, . , j u i_ 

Thv^se bills requirt* excessive clwanges in. our placement review, procedure which 
are not rteeded, . 

The requirement that there be available court appointed representation at admin- 
istrative^ dispositional hearings would prove very costly, especially since the agency 
would then' also require legal'- counsel as a cost of , administration. Currently New 
Jersey provides for such representation at all court hearings. Parents maj? always 
seek a court hearing if they are dissatisfied with the result of an admin ist%^*tive 
. review. ^ . 

Feiimil jxiynienis for i^xluniary piacenieni^ 

' Thes4» bills |x»rmit federal |)ayment« for children who are APDC eligible and vfiM 
be voluntarily placed in fester care without a judicial determination. We support 
the intent of this provision. ' ' . . i_ 

In this regard, we also support Representative Downey's bill, (H.R. 2684) which we 
understand provides for retr^ictivc eligibility, thus permittmg federal payments for 
thos4? AFDC children voluntarily placed prior to the enactment of our Child Place- 
ment Review Act. ' ' ' 

W 

'^Vs^lKitim rtTortia ^ 

The requirement to provide the right to a written or ek»ctroTfic'verbatim ri»cord.of 
a fair hearing i» burdensome and costly. The right, provided in these bills, to obtain 
.written findings of fact and conclusions, and a written decision on thos^y findings, 
should basufilcierit. Verbatim recordings are rarely necessary or functional . 

Adoption siik^uly piiynwnis 

HM. \2in' iwd HM ir)2:^ diftVr subsUintially fa their provisions concerning adop- 
tion suk^iidies; IJ<>th bills reflect a p<>sitive and laudable commitment by the federal 
government to provide federaK finiuicial supF>ort for the permanent placement of 
children, We are very committed to our subsidized adoption program in New Jersey 
and are n)nvinced of its great ntn^d. Over one thousimd hard-to place children have 
Ix^en adopti^i with the help of our subsidy program. 

Wi^ disiigrtH' vy'ith ILR. 129rs rtHunrenient that a child must be AFIXJ cHgible 
j:)eforu his adoptive parents can receive a suKsidy. Since the child's previous finan- 
cial status hilars, little. relation to the need for subsidy in an adoptive home, this 
r4>q^uirt^non:r ivoutd leave a substantial number of children, with^ equal nt»ed, ineligi- 
ble Tor ri'deral subsidv. ' 
^ I'his problem is remedied b>s H.R, UVj:^ which dot^ not require an mcome requirt*- 
. ment concerning Ihe fhild. » t . • - 

l.ViM rtHiulres Ihat bi^fore a child Is eligible for subsidi/4»d adoption, six 
months of dil igcyit efforts must Ivive failtni to provide an unsubsidi'/^nl home, or 
siKnificanl emotioiial ties have develo^^ed b<«tween child and foster parents, and they 
seek to adopt (lim. If W(»*are fortunate* enough to have a home for a very hnrd-to- 
place child isuch as a child iK^rn with Downs Syndrome; but the home r^t^ujrtHf 
subsidy, it would hi' a diss4»rvice to thi* child to maintain it in t'ennH)rary care for six 
moiiths. 

Mvatiii U'st^for a(io/)Jiir iHirvnts 

Neither bill rtn^'uires a means test for adoptive parents to receive ii subsidy. We 
agree with thisavquirrruent in cases when* a child's medical ex|x»ns^^s anvunusually 
high/ since tins would di^scpurage even higher income families .from adoptmg. In 
other cases, where (mly.tlu* ordinary cost of child care is involvi^i, a Uln^ral ipcome 
'limit should IxM'stablLslu'd. ^ 
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Medical cosU 

Medical co«ti* are very high for some hard-to-plaCe children because of their 
particular disability. It is important tliat the amount of any subsidy include such 
costs when appropriate. Although H.K. 1523 appears to do this, it is unqiear in H.R. 
1291. The requirement in H.R. 1291 that the amount of subsidy may not oxc^?^ the 
rate for AFDC foster care is very unrealistic if this also includes medical costs. 

hi conclusionv we*are in general i^eenient that an adoption subsidy program 
should^ be required and that some national standards should be establij?hed. We are 
very concerned, however, about the other administrative requirements which I have 
discussed. They are overly stringent arid will seriously interfere with the implemen- 
tation of this legislatioiv The Administration's proposal would provide for greater 
flexibility concerning ail of these elements, although we oppose the cap on AFDC 
foster care expenditures. — . i 

Unless the f€?deral government is willing to commit many times the aijiount* 
includixJ in these bills, new monies will Of necessity, go towards meeting the com- 

elex administrative requirements and our efforts will fall short of our mutual goals, 
tates must have the flexibility to implement these elements in ways consistent 
with their needs and resources. ^ ^ 

Mr. Ck)RMAN. Mr. Farrington, dor^ou have a statement? 

Mr Farrinc?ton. Yes. 

Mr Gorman. We wili hear it, 

Mr. Rangel. Mr. Chairman, I want to make an observation. It is 
rather shocking to find that the preventive services Were so costly 
but I think you used it as a substitute for real income. In view of 
the fact that the only thing that separates your State from my 
State is the Hudson River, I notice a marked, difference in the 
allocation for AFDC between our States — about $100 a month for a 
family of four. 

Ms. Klein. Mr, Rangel, there is a marked difference in alloca- 
tions for everything between yolfr State and our State and the 
AFDC program in New Jersey is just totally inadequate as far as I 
am concei^ned. Your State provides a grant supplement to the 
regular grant. Our State has no special supplement for either higli'* 
rent, high utilities or unusual costs. We have a flat grant. It was 
established in 1970 and since then it has increased by 15 percent 
Ten percent in 1973 and 5 percent last year, 

. The legislature this year is about to pass a bill, appropriations 
bill that will provide a 2Vi-percent increase. In 1970, we were^at 85 
percent of thetg?verty level and we are now at (58 percent, 

Mr. DowNKY^Would it be fair to say then that New Jersey, with 
respect to AFDC^ foster care, has b^en l^ss than generous? 

Ms. Klein. Jt certainly would, but we are 26th among the Statq6 
which means there are 20 some odd States that are less generous' 
than we are. 

Mr. DoWNKY. Even less generous*. 

Mr, Rangkl, You would not want to stick by that as an excuse. 

Mr, Downey. One of the points you made that troubled m^, and 
we resolved the semantical difference, is thafl^you were sayiijg how 
child welfare serj^tct^s are not inexpt»nsive and I think we can agree 
they are not inexpensive, especially with respect to your State's 
history, and that in some instances conceivably could be more 
expensive. 

In light of what you just told us and what Mr, Rangel just read 
with respect to the level of lx?neftt, isn't it safe to assume that they 
are pretty low to. begin with and maybe child welfare services in a 
State like yours that aije much cheaper than your grant, but your 
grant level, is so out of step with the rest of the country or with 
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part of the rest of the country, that in othefclace^ like New York 
the child welfare services are much less exp«ive. 
Ms. Klein. Mr. DowYiey, With all due resPct, I don t think we 
• are so out of step with the rest of the country. There are a couple 
of States that are considerably more generous. ^ 

Mr. Downey. I like New Jersey. I drive through iJt often to come 
h6r6. 

• Ms. Klein. I don't think the question of poverty for children of ^ 
AFDC is limited to New Jersey. 

Mr. Downey. I wanted to say, New Jersey's grant level seems to 
be lowqr and in their State .it might be conceivable that keeping 
^Tcids on foster care might be cheaper than services, but I don't 
^S^hink that is the case with our great State. ^ 
Mr. Rang EL. I guess it is semantics but the point is clear if what 
you are saying is that you need, to increase the income of these 
families before you can compare the cost ofjoster care. The less a 
State provides or the . less a State contribcfles, the more moneys 
that ydi would say would have to be considered preventive serv- 
. ices, so it'^fetdly does not make any difference if you gave nothing. 
oWously irwould be more expensive to have preventive services 
than foster care. And the lower sthe amount, based on the cost of 
living in a particular area, the more problems are created. As you ^ 
so eloquently told the committee, that lack of dollars is the major 
factor in family problems. 

We are not trying to be critical of New Jersey. Our purpose it is 
just to be realistic about the degree of the problems that you would 
face in New Jersey based on the absence of $100 a month tor a 
family of foiir. ' V • • xt 

Ms. Klein. B'rom what 1 read about the cost of living m New 
Jersey New York and the way people are, responding to problems 
there, the people in New Jersey don't feel they have an adequate 
/ poverty level. They don't have a poverty level unc^er their tamihes- 
' either despite 'the fact it is higher *hah what we are providing. 
Mr. Downey. .We agree with you. ' 
Mr Ranoel. I don't think there is any basic disagreement but 4 
' don't sec how you can get away from the point. The less a State 
contributes toward thejr own, the more dollars would have to come 
' from someplace else to prevent kids from going into foster care. 
Ms Klein. Our State puts a lot fewef children m foster Care 
than proiwrtionatel^f^l heard today New York has 4l),()00 chitdren 
. 'in' foster care. We hhe 11,000 or 1 1,005 in foster care. 

Mr. RangEl. Maybe a difference in population, too. „ . ' 

, Ms. Klein. Your population is twice the population ol New 
Jersey so if we were relatively the same we would have— — 

• Mr Downey. In fairnans, Ms. Klein, wouldn't New York bear 
some of the burden of having children who run away from Wiscon- 
sin and come to New York.- They don't run away from Wisconsin 
and live in Trenton. That has been one of our problems. 

, Ms. Klein. We do come from urban states, ^e come from north- 
' ' .cast states, we are not i^ettij*g a fair break on any'^f the formulas, 
ri-SO on medicaid; 50-50 on welfare. ■ 

We do have urban problems. We have unemployment, we have 
families who are just falling apagk There is ^othing that I see m 



the way Federal aid is being distributed that is recognizing that. 
We should not compare with each other. - • 

Mr. Rangel. We also have states giving income tax cuts, too. 
Both of our states. 

We want to thank you. I don't flhink'we have any problems with 
our goals and objectives. The basic problem is just where the dol- 
lars will come from. 
The subcommittee stands in recess Until 10 minutes of 2. , 
[Whereupon, at 1:20 p.nv^., the subcommittee recessed, to recon- 
vene at 1:50 p.m.] 

Afternoon Session 

Ur. Gorman. The subcommittee will corag to order. 
We have next on our witness list Congressman Willis Gradison 
from Ohio. I am pleased to welcome you back as a witness, but 
saddened to have lost you as a member' of this subcomniittee. Your 
contribution was tremendously important and effective. I am 
pleased you thought enough of us and the issues discussed today to 
testify I would be more pleased if you, as a member of thb full' 
committee, would help us get this bill passed. 

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIS D. GRAOlSON, JR., A . 
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO 
Mr, Gradison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It feels like coming 
home. Tj^k you for that very graciius welcome. 
' Mr. ClAirman, I am here to speak Ion behalf of a mt^t important ^ 
issue inat requires the immedig|^ttention of the Public Assist- 
ance/and Unemployment Compensation Subcommittee. The author- 
■ ity for States to use funds provided under title XX of the Social 
•jzurity Act for alcohol and drug abuse detoxification centers ex- 
.red on September 30, 1978. This authority, introduced into title 
X in the 94th Congress, has only l^een- exercised by two States: 
'Ohio and Maine. I am here seeking your sUpprt for the 10 critical- 
ly needed detoxification centers in Ohio whi4h are currently facing 
.complete shutdown. ^ . . 

\ My Vequest entails no increased spending. The provision merely 
allows the States to use the funds they are already entitled to for 
• the financing of their detoxification centers. It's my understanding 
that Senator Long, of the Finance Committee, the^partment of 
HEW, and Chairman Gorman of this subcommittee all support 
establishing p)ermanent authority for the us^ of title XX funds for 
detoxification centers. I am here to urge the Subcommittee to join 
the chairman in reinstating this provision as expeditiously^ as possi- 
' bie, perhaps by bringing to the floor a se|>arate bill to be consid- 
ered under Suspension of the Riiles. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ^ >• r ^ *u . 

Mr CoRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Gradison. I expect that provi- 
' r sion will probably be in the bill, but I imagine it will be a part of 
the title XX bill, and perhaps the Senate will act.iinore quickly this 
time than last. Mr. Rangel? • u . , 

Mr. Kangel. You would prefer it be part of a broa0 package 

' anyway? . 

ERIC , ^ 
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Mr. GRADisdm^ My principal concern right now is a problem of 
tiifiing. The stans"1ar€J in place, and we are concerned about the fact 
that in closing the cqnters, the staffs will be dispersed and the 
s^ervices no longer will be availabl€5. So that while I certainly un- 
derstand that the subcommittee may well decide to incorporate this 
in a larger package, I have to say in all frankness that if this is 
something that becomes a part of a package and becomes law 6 
months from now, it will mean in many of the communities of our 
Stat©, Mr. (^hairman, starting over. 

Mr. Rangel. You say tljere are only two States, though? 

MrT Gradison.' To the best of our information^ we have only two 
Slates that have eve^ used funds under title XX for this purpose, 
which are Ohio and Maine. Tijere i\iay be more, but those are the 
only ones I am 'aware of. / ^ 

I CO til d not help but suspect maybe Louisiana was one of them I 
heard'of the Chaif man of the FinSnce Committee's interest in this. 
He has put in a separate bill on this. 1 think it would be helpful, 
Mr Chairman, if the subcommittee sees some merit in this, if there 
were some way- the subcommittee could indicate, this, even if it is to 
be incorporated in a larger package, because that then makes it 
possible for us to go back to Ohio and urge them to go ahead with' 
their own funds in hopes that later on it may be reimbursibje 
under title XX. * 

Right now, if it were not renewed, there is a question whether it 
-would be reimbursed. While they will be taking a chance in any 
event, we might take a lesser, chance if there were reason to think 
the Subcommittee looked favorably upon the idea of permitting, use 
of titlfe XX funds for this purpose. 

Mr. CoRM^AN. Any further questions? M^. Downey. 

Mr. DowNt^v. I am just being filled in by the staff on your 
statement; but I think our colleague mak^s a pretty good. case for 
it- I have no questions. 

Mr: Gradison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
subcommittee. It has been nice to be back. 

Mr. CoKMAN. Our next witness is Mr.jRaymond Farrington. 

STATKMK^T OF K.W MOM) FAEiRINCTON. A(^riN« I)IRK( TOR 
OF PKOTKCTIVK ANDCHILDREN^S SKRVK^KS, STATK OF CON- 
NK(TIC(JT . 

Mr. Farhincvfon. Thank you; Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gorman. If you promise your summary will not be longer 
than your predecessors', %ve y/iil let you proceed. 

Mr. Fakrin<;ton. It will not be* long. I must apologize for the fact 
that my statement has not arrived. The packet of materials is back 
>+n Connecticut, but we vf'iW g^4" this to you. 

My name is Raymond Farringtoii. i am the act iifg director of 
'Protective and Children's Services, State of Connecticut, That is 
the department of chiidreur and youth services for ii^e State of 
Connecticut. ' i 

I would like to thank tne committee for this opportunity to 
■present to you the thinking bf the staff and mysi^lf from the State 
of Connecticut, b(»cause we in t/onnecticut believe that we have a 
very ffynamic and interesting system of delivering services for chil- 
dren and their families. As you may or may not be avN^are of, 



Connecticut has a total program for children and families that is 
separate from the Department of Social Services or the typical 
child welfare service system. It is what we believe a ipomprehen- 
sive approach to families and to children. 

We have a single^ntry system, an intake system jfor our qhil- 
dren; that is, children, regardless of their problems, arte ^een at one 
entry point. So, a child who may have emotional prol^lems as well 
as one who is neglected and or abused is seen as an ir^vidual, and 
the whole range of child welfare services, delinquency services, and 
mental health services are provided for that chQ^ under one 
agency structure, 

Mr. Gorman. May I ask what is the needs testing provision for 
the parents of the children you service? Can you take care of any' 
child who is in need of help? 

Mr. Farringt^I^ Any child who^eeds it in the State of Con- 
necticutf Mn^^SfBrman, is eligible for bur services. 

Mr. Ck)RMANp!s there no needs testing on the part of the par- 
ents? If ^ . 

Mr. Farrington. In certain programs. For example, we do have 
what we call the noncommitted treatment program <xr the volun- 
tary placement program, so that there is a means test. 
• Mr. Gorman. But for the psychiatric help or psychological help? 

Mr. Farrington; There is no means test available. ' 

Mr. Gorman, Are parents required to pay if they are able? 

Mr, Farrington. If they are able to pay. It is ^ sliding scale. 

I would like to speak to the Child Welfare Sewices Program as 
proposed in the legislation. We believe th^t-in Connecticut we have 
done several things that can serve as a model in ^terms of account- 
ability; whereby children who are within the system are not Ic^t in 
that system. We have a management information system to ideriti- V 
fy the, child entering the system and to follow that child through- , 
out the system. We have the 6-mohths' review. It is a case review 
knd ^Wt a judiciary review of all the children within our program. 

We would advocate t^t our system be. looked at in terms of thp^ 
legislation that is pending around the six months' review. 

We would like to support the portion of the bill that does permit 
voluntary placement of children when that seems to be needed. 
Connecticut now has a non-committed treatment program, in 
which we 'bavev^approximateiy 1,100 children, who were placed 
without the judiciary process. These were children whose families 
and the Department agree that out of home placement is the best 
possible alternative for that. child at this time. We would like to see 
the Federal funding; of that kind of program in order to^void the 
means tes^ that is cu^-rently applied with this program. 
V^The other portion of the legislation that is of interest to us is the 
aaoption subsidy program. Currently approximately one-fourth of 
our children who ai'e adopteS now are by benefit of a subsidy. 
Connecticut law requires that only 75 percent of the foster care 
rate iie paid to the parents . who adopt these special needs kids. 

Th» changing complexion of adoption indicates that a large ma- 
jority\f these children should be classified and are looked upon as 
specialS^ed kids, that is, children who are physically or emotional- 
ly handich^q^, andlfor^vhom adoption placement 10 years ago 
was not seen^ a possibility, but we believe that the ability to pay 
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the foster parent the same rate they are getting would actually 
encourage ado^Jtion of these ' children rather than discouraging 
' adoption of these children. 

We would like to see that as one of the key portions o^f the 
legislatioia3hat is propo^ before you, Mr. Chairman, adopted, 
that the cun^ent foster care rates be paid to the adopting family, 
and we would like to see the means test done away with for that 
process. ^ - 

In Connecticut last ^ear we passed a bill to provide 100 percent 
medical subsidy of these children. All of the adoption money, as 
most of you know, is State funds at this time, and we would like to 
see a Federal subsidy of the medical programs. 

The problem that we iee with the foster care protection provision 
in 1523— that is, the portion that requires provision of adequate 
preventive services prior to placement — while in philosophical 
terms we would agree with that, however, we are aware that there 
are a lot of children for whom preventive services foi* a variety of 
reasons, Mr. Chairman, are not available^ and we would like to see 
some change- in the language there to Either, No. 1, insure that 
those preventive ^rvices could be presented, or, I^. 2, that place- 
ment of that child may be necessary to prevent further harm to 
^ that particular child. 

. Mr. Rangel. Who \Vould make that determination? 
. Mr. Farrington. I would like Xo see that be a joint decision by 
the parent and the agency. . 

^r. Rangel. And you are saying that the agency may not be 
able to provide any service? ^ 

Mr. Farrington. No. For some children, for some families, h^ 
cause of' their, conditions, Mr. Rangel, other services may* not Jkj 
available. . 

Currently, what we do with those children ^^now is to place them 
on emergency bases under the Child Protective Services provisions, 
but I would like to see that expanded, along with the voluntary 
placement process, where those children could be placed for a 
limited period of time until whatever services that are not availa- 
ble are made available or the ability to purchase the needed sory- 
* ice, and usually you are talking about services that paren)ts are in 
need of and not services that children are in need of. 
: Mr. RANGELAWhat kind of services are you talking about? 

Mn Farrington, The provision of psychological services for par- 
ents^ the provision of services to correct addicti<?e habits, and those 
kinds of sei*vices that the parents themselves are in need of. 

Mr. Rangel. That sounds like it would be covered by emergency 
placement. ^ 

Mr. Farrington. But emergency placements have a maximum of 
a 90-day pc^riod, and what we woui^ suggest is inG-months' period, 
which is long enough to be able to'^^t the service and to help 
resolve somb of the problems, and yet not be pressured with the 90- 
day limit, and then l>eing forced to go for a commitmentiill^hen in 
fact a . commitment is not indicated. / 

I think one of the problems that exists is the fact that a Idt of 
I cases are processed through the juvenile court process because of 
the non-Federal participation in the funding. 

Mr. Rangel. Is that the extent of your prepared remarks? 
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Mr. FASRiNGTON.,Yes, it is. ^ J / . C 

[The prepared statement follows:] C 

Statkmknt of Ravmo?«d Farkington, A.C.S.W., Actiko Dirkctok, Ciuldri^n's and 
Pkotkctive Skrvices, Division or the CoNNKcrtctrr Statk DicFARtMENT of CHn.- 

DRKN's and YopH Sl^RViCiLS . r 

I want to tike this oppoiriunity to express to you why th^ Proposed Legislations 
(1523 + 1^1) before you are so vit^il and how they can succ^fully provide for 
higher quality of care and commitment to children and their families. ^ 

• tonnecticutf through, a m^or reorganization , of Children's Services, had the dis- 
tinct advantage of providing comprehensive services to all -children and youth and 
those who £^re mentally ill emotionally disturbed, abused and/or neglected^ delin- 
quent well as neceiisary servic<^ to their famiiiets. Therefore, it is clearly docu^ 
mentdci that the need for a comprehensive national policy for children and families 
be established. The proposals under consideration will provide for a strong founda- 
tion for such a tJolicy. The approach tliat you are considering is both comprehensive 
and profound, I would like to highlight briefly, Connecticut's experiences m order lo 
demonstrate how important these changes ca^ aod will be to the fabric of socxaN. 
services inAmerica. » , , 

Ther/Sr&lbwr significant areas of progri^ that we have notes: 
L THSrVeduction of fragmentation ^of services to children and families was 
achieved through a consolidation and reoi^anization of one department for childijn 
and youth services whii:h now: (a) has the ^administrative single authority for 
planning arid coordinating children's and youth services, (b) is the [Dfoactive advo- 
cate and key ]aad<?r for all governmental and non-governmental services for chil- 
dren and families, and (c) provide comprehensive and integrated diagnostic and 
treatment services (which include preventive services) to all children and youth. 

II The improvement of quality care in the delivery of comprehensive child and 
family ser^ipes^ is* reflected in (a) increased attention, awareness, and (for the first 
time) implementation of services for primary prevention of child, youth and famx- 
lia^ social tmd emotional problems, (b) departmental focus on developing a single 
enCry intake point which can meet the neixls of each child, and-,family through 
comprehensive pfogran^ service for diagnt^is, treatment and follow up, (c) heavy 
emphasis pn the full utilization and cwperation with private sector agencies and 
professionals in helping the public sector set policy, plan for the deliver servic^, (d) 
emphasis. on proliferating comfnunity-based services, as opp<^ to increasing insti- 
tutional services, (e)' specific coordination and close collaboration which^ integrate 
traditional sepiirate networks of child welfare, child mental health and juvenile 
deli nouency services into a r^ponsive continuum of car^^spectrum for diagnosis, 
treatment and evaluation, (f) supporting documentaUon that there has been a 
significahtW large overlap of the same children and families previously serviced 
separately under abuse/ neglect, delinquency and menUil health services, (g) team 

* planned'*" treatment greatly enchancing eiTic^ent and effective services to meet the 
multi-problem needs of children, youth and families. ^ ^ t r ^ ^ 

III More effeiliye utilisation of limited federal, state and local funds and re- 
sources on behalf of children and their families has resulted from: . " 

1 SettinL^ up single entry intake, ijiultiple service units (from separate funding 
sources) to provide diagnosis and <re,ntment planning, and then allowing for the 
money to follow the child and^ family, through a combination of cliild welfare, 
mental health and delinquency service networks (fifianced through more restrictive 
cate^oric^ilikmding streams). Previously, each of the three separate networks fos- 
tered cos^SCupUcated diagnostic and treatment services that were either underuti- 
lised or unnecessiirily rept^ated for the s^me child depending on which intake,pomt 
and therefore'. which label .wiis given that child (delinquent, abused, schizophrenic) 
when he/she entered that particular network. Experience has taught us that these 
are usually mliiti-problem children who, in fact, Jiave more than one Problem 
label" and need services from more than .one of the three major networks Fubhc/ 

• 'private collaborations around service progtams for which ^everyone has a commit^ 
ment and responsibility, notably ijicludin^^ primary prevention. _ 

IV. l^rough the use of a sophisiicbted computerized management information 

^^^C\vit:x'^-e^ ability to be >?tter c^ise mana^^ers through ' immediate data base 
update and retrieval, . . -i j --.i i 

b. 'Fo bi> more 'visibly accountable to families for services providt^d, with Ia>s 
•duplicative paperwork for the caseworkers, 
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c. More cost efi^tive servid^ through the cross-comparisons and anaJvsis of ail 
data relating to: client^s. staffuig, treatment planning, service provisjioKf financial 
accounting, across goals^ objectives, program^ services^, client types, /liiiKi^udge ted 
line items. 

Therefore, I would like to specifically address several^ of the changes before you: 

As the Title IV-B agency for the State of Connecticut, I would welcome the 
expansion and flexibility of the Act to support the purposes and missions of perma- 

Sfnt planning for each child. Permanent planning for each child requires a high 
egree of professional commitment and accountability. In recognition of this ac- 
countability to each and every child, the state must mobilize a comprehensive case 
management approach with responsive treatment policy, reviews. 

This requires not only careful planning but deliberate execution, and cannot be 
readily implemented without additional resources and support, in this regard, I 
would encourage you to consider the position taken by the American Public Welfare 
Association to provide for a lainimum of 90% match with state funding allocation. 



ADOITION ^\SS1STANCK: ' - \ 

jitful sibsidi;! 



Connecticut, presently administers a successful and fruitful sipsidixed Adoption 
program.^From long experience in the positive outcomes of such a program, I would 
strongly ufge you to consider the proposed adoption suteidy whereby the agency 
and the adoptive parents agree to a consensual rate, not to exa?ed the foiit^^K^^^me 
rate (currently, (x)hnt»cticut provides up to 75% of foster care raie). 

Expt^rionce indicating that families of limited means are reluctant to adopt speciiil- 
need-kinds with handicapping conditions unlt^ there is assurance of medical assist- 
ance, I urge that mtxiicaid eligibility for adopted children with pre-existing physical 
ills be continued until age 21. 

Such an adoption subsidy provides for meeting the permanent placement needs of 
"sjx'ciai. need*' children, particularly for the hard-to-plaoe dlder children. One-quar- 
ter of ' the children under our care in adoptive" homos, fall under this special 
program. . / - " ^ . 

. * VOLUNTARY PLAI KMKNTS ' [ 

11G8 of Connecticut s IX!^YS children are presently served in an effective volun- 
tary placement program . This program, however, is severely Uinited to accepting 
.the total numl>er of children who could benefit by limited state funding. We would 
L bt» most in favor of federal pacticipation in this program and agree^tth the sixth 
.month tre^itment review" standard set by legislation. I would suggest that this be an 
■ administrative review rather than a Judicial Review after six months; and. that 
after 13 months there must be a court hearing. We have ensurtnj that 100 percent of 
DCYS children have {«;uch a regularly reviewiHl treiitment plan and have found it to 
Ik* an enective clinical tool for those children on the voluntary program^ particular 

fjthe tinieiy reli nj flea t ton of the family. 
Mr. RANpEL. Mr, Downey? . 
Mr. Downey. No questions. - ^^ 

Mr, Rangkl. Mr. Rousselot. % 
Mr. RoussKLOT, No questions. 

Mr. RaNgel. Thank you so mueh. The committee will be anxious- 
ly awaiting your prepared testimony to take a hard look at the 
structure in Connecticut,. 

Mr. CoRMAN. 'Does anyone here know when Governor O'Neill is 
arriving? About 10 minutes? Well, we will call on the next witness. 

Our next ..witnesses are Hans Cohn and I^urie Flynn. 

We are pleased to welcome you all. If you have a written state- 
ment, you may submit it for the record and summarize your testi- 
mony. . • ^ ' 



ERIC 



171 



STATEMENT OF HANS COHN (E3^ECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF ROSE- 
MARY COTTAGE. PASADENA, CALIF ) ON BEHALF OF THE 
CIHLD WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA. INC., ACCOMPANIED 
BY ELIZABETH COLE, DIRECTOR OF THE LEAGUE'S NORTH • 
-AMERICAN CENTER ON ADOi^TION; CANDACE MUELLER, DI- 
RECTOR OF THE LEAGUE'S HECHT INSTITUTE FOR STATE 
CHILD WELFARE PLANNING; AND WILl.IAM PIERCE, ASSIST- 
ANT DIRE(rrOR OF THE CHILD WELFARE LEAGUE. AND DI- 
RECTOR OF WASHINGTON OPERATIONS 

Mr, CoHN, Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 

My name is Hans Cohn, I am the executive director of Rosemary 
Cottage, in Pasadena, Caiif., and I am appearing today on behalf of 
the Child Welfare League of America. We appreciate the opportu- 
nity tp testify. We do ha^ve a detailed statemefit which I- would like 
to submit for the record. 

Mr. CoRMAN. Without objection, it will appear in the record. 

• Mr. CoFjN. I will summarize the* material at this point. 
.Accompanying me today, on my right, is Elizabeth Cole, director 
of the League's North American Center on Adoption; on the left, 
Candace. Mueller, director of the League's Hecht Institute for State 
Child Welfare Planning; and William Pierce, assistant executive 
director of the league and Director of its Washington operations. 

Our ^^iew. on the several bills before yoii may be summarized in 
four sentences. First, we support full funding of the jchlidv^wcifare 
services program, title IV(B), at the $266 million Wei, as a^ enti- 
tlement. We support the mandating of case W9jrft procedures and 
other protections to insure tKat the rights of ftimilies and children 
are respected. We support enactment of subsidized adoption legisla- 
tion. We support continuation, of the AFDC-fioster care program on 
an open^^nded basi§. 

We are pleased that much of the testimony you have received 
today, particularly that of the Children's Defense Fund which has 
very carefully studied these issues in their study '^Children With- 
out Homes," is very much along the lines'of our stand,,^ 

We beFF^ve that, with the addition of the amendment offered by 
Mr. Downey^ H.R, 2684, the bill introduced by Mr. Broadhead, H.R, 
1291, embodies the four essential points we support, 

A large piift of the material in the 4H-page statement submitted f 
fur the record consists of our comments on the administration's 
proposiil, H.K. ^^222.' ^ . 

We would like to make these points as key issOes in the adminis- 
tration bill. ' ^ 

The adoptipn su^idy provisions of the administration still. re- 
quire a means test even thou^i the administration's own Model 
A^loption Suksidy Act makes no such provision. We need the subsi- 
dy provisions enacted, but without a means test, ^is is provided in 
Mr. Brodhead's H.}^f^29L The administration appears to provide 
$1.5 million for services and activities that are already authorized, 
and for which, money is'' already appropriated, under the adoption 
opportunities iiiie .of the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment 
and Adoption Reform Act (Public Law 95 266). We believe the 
"^bcoihmittee should ask HEW why it apparently is duplicating an 
Act it has not yet been alSle to implement. I 
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Our most basic disagreement with the adpiinistration propc^als, 
and tiiat which would hurt children and families most, is their 
proposal to place a ceiling on section 408,. the AFDC-foster care 
program. The concept of a needy child's legal entitlement to foster 
care services has been upheld as one of our oldest social serviCe- 
responsibilities. It has been the responsibility of the State^ in the 
traditiprt of parents patriae, to care for these children,- 

HEW and the administration surely must realize, as is evident 
from the experience in the States, that improving preventiv&and 
restorative services has the short-term result of increasing exp^di- 
tures for out-of-home . service: Our own study, second chance for 
famihes, makes this point and stresses that policymakers and ad- 
ministrators must r^ognize that the spending 'rate will sharply 
accelerate in the initial months bT an improved service effort, but if 
the services are effectively provided,- our research in three New 
York instances proves that eventually costs will go down. 

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman,, is that \^e cannot make these 
reforms work unless we have flexible and open-minded foster care 
funding available. We do not want to* come back, here Jdn a few 
years to have the administration which is in office . at that time say, 
no one told us we needed to keep the foster care program a flexi- 
ble, open-ended resource. Mr. Chgdrman, we told HEW when they 
were drafting their bill I 

We have found this subcommittee to.be particularly responsive- 
in respect to our recommendations, for changes in Fed^eral training 
programs. Your views about allowing contracts with nonprofit 
agencies, yoiir willingness to allow payments. for short-term grain- 
ing expenses, and your support for. training of staff- a^d volunteers 
serving in all capacities in provider agencies makes seiase. 

HEW said those improvements made aense when the title XX 
legislation was being marked up during the last session^ HEW told 
you, Mr. Chairman, and you. Mr. Bro^head, that they would put 
these changes jnto effect thW^'^S^egulatory^ changes? But they 
didn't. So we believe this is an appropriate time to take a clo^e look- 
at the administration's three training proposals: 

One, they want to cap title XX training funds; two, Uiey vc^ant to 
' reduce appropriations for section 426, child welfare training, fjrom - 
$8.5 million to $5 million for fiscal year 198(^ three, they want to 
continue limited traimng prpyisipns in their proposed child weltare 
legislative package. v ' , * 

The^dministi?ation's proposals do not reflect the findings in. 
HEW studies, the intent of this subcommittee, or those of us in the 

field. , • . ^ . 

We suggest that you implement, through your own legislation or 
through amendments to the .administration bill, the changes that 
would have improved training which you thought HEW was going 

• to make through regulations. , / 

Most frustrating to us, and a major reason vvhy our prepared 

' testimony looks like a book, are the funding complexities and 
timing snarls built intp the administration's pcbposals. Catch-22 
has nothing over this bill, with variations in cdr0piiance deadlines* 
with built-in barriers that preve»t claiming of /the full title 1V(B) 
money, and with ''penalties" that may be chea^^r to accept than 
compliance. , -* 



V . 

We realize that title XX is. also on^the agenda.' We believe this is 
Important legislation and support the leadership of the dbairmjgm^ . 
i>'Mr. tJorman, and Mr. Stark. Our view^ on' this matter were ' 
. pressM last week in the jomt testimony offered by the national 
assembl^' on behalf of/ the 14 national oi^aniz^tions. • ^ 

tr We , also realize that you begin marking up these bills tomorrow. 
'^Yjinkly,^ within the subcommittee you have the material you need 
for legislation >viiich wifl not only, help children and families but 
.also save money. We ^qpe ypu rejport H.|l. 1291, amended by H.R 
, 2684, Our .technical amendments <^ be ^dded now, 6r Nye wiH be 
. pleasi^ tp vtbrk with subcommittee ^members when tKe legislatiQn 
j:^cH^ full committeie/ ; . ^ ) ' ^ 

Tha^k you. We vy quid be pleased to respond to youp questions. 
[The prepared statemeht foUow^f 1 " . , 

\ ^My name Hans Colin, and I ftm Executive Director of Roseniar^ Cottage, a 

. ihulti-service thild welfare i^jeRcy located in Pa^jedena, California. Rosemary Cot- 
tage is a member agency of the Child Welfare^ Le^ue qf America, Inc., and I am 
af^pearinR here, today otv^half of the Cfaiid Welfare Leiagile a voluntary organiza- 
tioA' with nearly 4^ voluntary and,r public child %%elfare afnliates in tlie united 
States 'and Canada/ 1 aliiO ^m authorized ib-^^al^'^oh behalf of the California 
^As«qciati6n oi •ijiildreh's Rt^dential Cerife^s sinc^^ KosetViary Cottage is a member 
of that ^organization. |l -additi»nT tiirough the California Assoc (at ion, ♦a .member 
the Office of Regional. ProvinciaU^nd State Chiia Cere Associations (ORPSCCA), a 
division of the Child w<iIfaVe Ixjague, cS^mm'ents reflect the views of nearly 4.000 
additional agencies which provide servictjs to children and their fam 

Roserrifeyy Cottai?e,is'a volAitary,>ti€fciai agency with a s^rig base in Patjadena 
and^tha San Gabriel Valfey. The agency has traditionaliy served teen-aged girls in 

. 'residential trcatiiient, group honaes, |U)i mcsit rec^Sjitiy, in a runaway shelter. We 
serve up to.34 girls at any given titn^, and in the mc^t^^t^o^pt year 130 wfere served 

'*.jn the r»4rideritial treatr^en't pt-qjr^jti and 270 in thc^" runaway shelter. Tho og^ncy i« 
fund^ by f^, Unitjed Why^ an'd coi\tr<butions rai^'by board and auxiliaries, lliis 
y year, our operating budget' Is $r^50,<K}j[).^^ecause^of the;Umits 1mp<^^ by Proposition 
13 we have been unable to develop planned day treat^^int services wHich could be 
provided -at coasiderably iess cost' than residentia^l tre^tmeri^^r young womten we 
are not now iible to serve. A'lViore detftiled ^description of the agei^^jy^is -attachckl to , 
this statement". ^ ' « , r^'. * • ^ -r ' 

' Accompanying;tiie tgday are Elizabetiv. Cole, Director of the League ^-iJorth 
• American* Center on Adoj^iBnrCandace Mweller, Director ^qf tl^e Le^^gue s ^echt 
In^titul4» on State Ghil^ Welfare Plaffning, and William Fit^r^e, Assistant Executive 
' ■'•Director of the I.e4gue^Di rector of the League's Washington o|H^atipns and Direc- 
tor of OR PSCCA. . .. ^ . • , " ' ' . 
•The Child Welfare league w.as established in 11^20, and is a national voluntary 

. organization for child welfawj agencieif*' ^n North America. It is a privately Supported 
organization - devoting ite efforii^ to the improvement -of care*^ and services forchil^, 
dren. There are nearly 400 . child ^ welfa^re agencies* directly affiliated with th« 
League/in^ludinrf representatives fri^ all religioLi^" groups as 'well as jion^sectarian 
public lifid privSte nonprofit agencies. There a^ 1,480. agencies rtjpresented in 

V ORi^X;^A, including 17 meml>er 'asisbciations, predoniinately servfng children in 
Desidential treatnfent settings., ' • * ' . ' • 

Tli'e League's activities *are d^vt•rs4^ They'in^^iide tlj^ ' activities ' of the North 
American Onter on Adoption; a speci;iH/^-|pster chre training prtH^ram; a rnsearc^h 

tidivision; the American^parenUs Cximmittet- \ihicn |obbics fop children's' interest; and 
tf?e Hacht InstituU* for State Child Welfare PUoning whidh- provides information, 
artalysi5^',»and'techt«cal assistunce^to child wcKa re" agencies on Title XX and other 
FedeVal funding sources for chilclrf^n s services. . • ' . 

■J|Ve nre pleased to appi^ar before you today and to offt^r our comments oh the 
legisUUioa bt^foi,-e this S«bj;ommitl4?e.^ Wa came beic^^ this ^ubcomtnittee ^t the 

. ;begimiing*of tht? long>prfXH«« in the last C^^ngress which unfortunately concluded 
without enactment ot n^cuptable legislVtUm." Wc want to recogni?/ the leadership of 
thia Subcommittee particularly its Chairrti^m throtigUput thit peridd up to r^nd 

' including the fmai ^Tiiours of the i^st'' Congress wWn '^ou Mr.- Chairman, -nearly 



succeeded in rescumg^the legislation. As everyone knows, the Senate; did not accept 
the provisions which ;^ou worked on so we are bjick hi^re, once again, to start the 
process anew. ' . . * » 

We want to assure you that, as. Jast session* we will be with you and working to 
support your efforts on behalf of this needed legislation.- Hopefully, we will get ari 
acceptable bill this year. But if we. are not successful we will keep coming back, 
year after year ukil the children and families of tJus Nation are appropriately - 
served. The Child^ Welfare league knows what you are up afeaini^t, in our mx^ 
decades of guarding children's rights and serving childrei>'s needs,. we have fre- 
quently seen helpful legislation blocked stalled and encumbered— only to find if we 
were persistent that the soundness of an idea will prevail. 

• Ay of this is by way of saying what we know is politically naive to somg, but 
-Ifmch we believe to be the soundest way to proceed in ena(?ting legislation: work 
with those in Congress wl>o agree on good legislation and ke^p working with them 
until it pu*ses. , / \ . ■ .„ . 

We were here March 22, 1979, when the Administration testified dii its bill, and. 
V* were struck by the lanj^uage'ustd in that statement. Frankly, the same "guiding 
principles" that motivatt*d the Ad ixi in ist ration also motivate us, even though, as you 
will see ffom our comments,* we come out rather^difTerently when we apply those 
principles. -'" ^ 

The guiding principles of ^'ch^ld welfare services'' are in large part those which 
the Administration— and all people concerned about these issues^en dorse. Those 
principles are: ' ^ 

(1) an empha^^is on families - . • • 

.(2) legal protections for children and families 
the use of money to bring about reform 
' (4) better management of programs. ' J * 

When we talk about "an emphiisis on families" we point, first, to the need for 
adequate income for families. That's why, in the last Congress, we opposed certain 
'changers in the Social Security Act which would have reduced the amount oi real 
income available to welfare families— changes which 'were piled' on to the child 
welfare bill That s why, when we look at existing levels of welfare benefits, in 
states like New York which has not increased its benefits fott several years v^ile 
iflflation has upped the co^t of living for^those families by 36 j>ercent, we are lunong 
thase supporting higher benefits. We km)w from our resc^arch, most recently 
^•Second Chance for Families" that, obtaining and maintaining income for families is 
the basic niH.»d--the basjc way of preventing- family stress and family breakup— the 
basic way of avoiding expeni^ive and extensive ^'social sc^rvices^* including car^ of 
children oyt of their own homes. . 

We do more than sLinply 'talk about working with families. Our agencies are 
^mong the leaders in setting the pace for good Servians to children and parents in 
their own homes. One example of our agencies' leadership is nc^Hected in" the most 
recent listing of two oxen^plary projiK'ts in the HEW-funded Child Welfare rnfonna-. 
tion Exchange. Under "in-home sorv'ices"" two agc^nuies' programs were cited for 
th«ir ouUUuiding effectiveness -and both arO long time Child Welfare U-aguc menv 

C'gal protections for families has also lx?en a traditional concern and involvement 
of the U^ague and its members. We were amcmg thcKst^ who fought the prejudiced 
and threatening apprnach--aU U>o common in the decades bi^fore 1900— ot using th*e 
pros|.>ect of taking away the children to ki^^p welfan? rtvipienf.s ''in line/' We^were 
among those who sup^wr^'d the 'Judicial review" re<^uirement for the AFIX' F<Kster 
Cnrc program, btK;-uusi> the evidt*nce was that it was needt»d at that time. We w(*re 
among those thai went to the courts on In^half of institutionalized children, children 
who w£»re not rt^i'iving the s<»rvices that were their right and which were part of 
the reason for their biMng in institutions. We were amonj^t thost* who joined in, cases 
as amic^ which aimed at ensuring the J^anie foster care payments for relatives r*; for 
others who to6k care of eligible children. , " , . » 

IndtHd, the materials of the Uu^gue- its monographs, publications research stud- 
ies testimony are refirxted in the proctKiural reforms so widely endorsc^d ^y mem- 
bc^rs of this' SuEx:omm?hw. and included in most of the child welfare bills. 

We also know a gcxKi deiU about the way money can be used to reform t^istmg 
systems and pnictices that iifftH:'! children and- their familit>s. Our work led to the 
increased ;rtJtUoriv^ition for Title IV- H, the Cniild Welfare Services .portion of the 
Social Sec-urity Act. by proving to the S<'nUte Finance Committee that services to 



'hildren Lfrid fau)ilies hei|)ed rtHitice the nvisi ior exp€*nsive and long-term foster 
care The f*S4»a?ch study citoi earlier "Second ChahV* Tor Families' --not "only 
*irenerat<^ much of the enthusiasm for more preventiv^^ i^nd restorative bR?rvices. It 



also wiL^ a key source for the publication jixhi issued by the Children''^ Defense Fund^ 
"Children Without Homes/'-in fact/ we ar^ pla/ining td update the findings^through 
a follo\v^-up study of th'e families in 1979." • . 

In terms of accoun\iibility for Federal nioqey^.we nave developed something of a 
pesty reputation for corning to the Congress time after time, with tire suggestion 
that P'ederal money ought not to be spent on services unless those servict^s meet 
standards-that are re;isonably in compliance with those* of national standard setting 
organizations ior"as appropriate* accreditation). We have tried to poiiit out that, 
without these* quality guidelines btnng" applic*d, the expenditure of Federal money 
can frtx^uently be se»lf-defeating. Without sufficient services to nuHL*t the jieeds of 
• children programs can fail. Without sufficient numbers of trained stafT, programs . 
are more *pt to Jail. For this reiison, we wilj again seek accountability through 
standarcfs or accreditation in our recommendations which follow, 
, Mnally, the League endorses btHtei; numagement of [Programs. Jn fact, this was 
■one of the reasons for leading agencies establishing the l..eague back in 1920. Those 
lagencies wanted to exchange information about better .mitnagement techniques, to 
t»iisure that the children and famlHes would be Jierv^ed more efficiently while being 
servt»d efftK'tively to ensure that sound business manai^nnent and sound hoard 
oversight would it?lnforce public confidence. We also wanted to continue to press for • 
managemt(iit from each and every funding body-^whether United Way or federated 
driv*?s at the* Io<.*al level or the city, county, state or federal go^;^?rnment. We bt^lieve 
that it is neither rckkI ilse-al stnisi' nor rc*??ponsibIe social policy to expend tax dollars 
in anything less tliari the se)undest fasj^ion. This nu»^i|js that increasingly we have 
focused our attention on the fe<leral government, and calltnl for the federal govern- 
ment to exercise its maniigement responsibihties before problems aris^v Iwfore 
public confidence is'ero<itHi. We have fought and will continue to op{>osc manage- 
mertt-by-avoidance. the kind of^'put the money on the stump and run" apprmich 
which engendortHi suf h mis-guided enthusiasm starting with the days of so-call€*d 
"New FiKieralism." ^ ' ' ■ ' 

In setting the record straight we also Want to reinforce our belief that sociaf 
programs can and do work. Social workers can and do know how ty funcHion.- The 
problem is'' not that programs and staff can't work, but that we Iw^ye not enabled 
them, to work.. That Js the message/ of '^Second Chance for Families" it is the 
underlying optiniistic ThiWt? of most of the legislation before this SulKomrnittee. 
Hut we nnist match our optimism with hard-nosed and rationaf plaiming and 
inipienunitation t^f programs: Ancfwe must ask questions alwut tlie practicality of 
■ programs before we change what we have or add new programs to replace those we- 
now fiave. • ' * 

Ik'cause tlu^re are so rnany words and so fnany provisions i'n the many bills Ix^fore 
this Subcommittee, wo want to state as clearly as |K^ssib!e our views. 

1' We supp/ort full funding of Title IV- B at the SM\ million level as an entitle- 

1. We su|>])<;rt tfu» rnand.Uir^g of trasework {Trotr<iur«'S and (^her .pr(jtect it^ns to 
prcxtect the rights offarTulies an<l children. 

3. "Wt* Slippy )rt enact nu'iit of j^ubsidi/ed adoption legislation.- 
14. We support cont iriuation of tl-K* ofH'n-^'nded AFIX' Foster Care program. 
*,Hased on these view.s. we have critical A'umrnt'nts to niakc a^H)ut riumy 
provj.sions contained in tlii* Admin ist rat if)n hill. Tfie hill we would like 
re{KH*ted from tins Suhcornmittee, with ^onu- rno(Jest improvements,, is Mr. 
head's excellent proposal \\H rJ!M; 

We lH*iiev(* that Mr. Hrndfiead's hill carefully halances tlie four factors ne«<le<l in 
anv workable legislation If aEv>- of t hose factors are rtiissing, we believe the fegisla- 
tiofi will n(;t -herp "families and childfen iuul will i*nd up costin^,^ taxpayers untold 
biliiuni^. 

1. Without full funding tjf Tftie IV H, tht^re will not \h' enougli funds to In^gin the 
j{)h ol prevofjtiof? and restoration of AtTienca's families, 

2. Without unproved manag(-nient of ca.^es. children aivd ianulies wsll contipue to 
be "lost" or "igr\ored" until erner^^encies arise 

■ y. Wirhncit suhsidr/ed adopt icjri legislation now, UfUf)ld tiiousands o\' children and 
fri;rulfes^ifl 4>c' deprived of loving, |H.'nnanent hohies - at- the same or less cost, than 
.'the sliaky, uncertain arranuements tax[)ayers now pay fo! 

■} Without the funds \u pay for flexi[)le foster care usually in ho^ne*^ hut often in. 
group setting's, chjidren w'lil i'ret^ierit jy In- f)lace<i on the basis {^eost sir\ cheaf>^'r hut. 
less aj^fjropriate and lielpful settiru^s' or re turned home too simn^ (tjms r'isking the 
tra^eciy of alniso or irMerruptua^ the hoalmg fHOcess'hegUn by tlie fanulies' case- 
.wiH-ker.*^! , • 




' ■ * - / 

Because of th? importance of the Administration's proposal, w^^uld like to offer 
our commentij on that bill While we believe that Mr. BrodheiSi |t-bili is preferable, 
we cottld endorse the Administration bill if our concerns were m^t " j 

^ Since the Administration's bill-has been available for less than a week, we would 
^ke the option of supplementing this statement with other comments at a later 
date. "* 

' , , THIv ADMINISTRATION'S LhTTEK vl 

We want to begin by commenting on the covering letter sent to Speaker O'Neill 
which summarizes the purpose of the bill. . 

I Improvements and simplifications.— Vihile the Administration says its bUl 
would 'Improve atfti simplify- administration of these programs'.' Qur analysis of the 
. bill shows many compliance issues varying deadlines and effective dates, resulting 
in an auditing and accountability snarl. Rather than ''simplify" this bill further • 
compHcates an already complex social services delivery system. ^ 

^. Regular case monitoring.— 'We agree with the need for better case monitoring 
and periodic, reviews: however, these activities rely on adequate numbers of case 
workers as well as adequately trained case workers. Neither of the^ worker-focused 
needs are addressed directly by th^ Administration in its bill. The bill is silent on 
case-load. The bill is silent on qdalificationH. The bill would complicate the financing 
of training in most instances, limit it in. others, and put a ceiling on training in still 

other instances. • - j i_ 

.1 Preveniion:—^.^ agree with the need^to provide preventive services, and that 
services to families frequently can restore children to their. own homos. But our 
agreement on the need for prevention is based on the fiscal necessity for funding to 
provide these st^rvices (and appropriate caseworkers). A society truly interested in 
prevention would fund h^ch a program on an open-ended, entitlement basis. At the 
least, ciisis-orienttKi services, the so-called protective services, would be made availa- 
ble without regard to income of the families and on an open ended entitlement 

^^^^Adoptwn prvgrams.—V^e were confused by the Administration's statement that 
**there is no federal program designed to provide funds for or to encourage adop- 
tion" While we do supp<^rt additional resources and emphasis on this important 
component of the chilcf welfare spectrum, we are also aware of the actual use oj 
Titi^ XX and Title IV-B funds for adoption purposes. The Admimstration s bill also 
recognizes this by limiting the use of Title IV-H funds for adoption assistance to 
that amount spent by the State in fiscal year 1979. While we would like to see/nore 
tliin I ptTcent of the Title XX funds being spent for this service and do strongly 
support Federal funding for adoption subsidies C^ngre^ should be credited for 
making an estimated $22 million available for adoption services through litle XX. 
More ironic given the existence of the new Adoption Opportunities Act (Public Law 
9;V266). is the Administration'?* n^^^irly total inability to implement that. Act, even 
with suppjeniental nppropriationH of $5 million for the current year. 

f^wfx'ml to siudv the i'ff\^ct of th^e ceilin^^ on fqster care matntenance ^lymmts. ~~ 
> We agrfcM:' with what we take to be the intent of the Administration s comment 
\ about the nei^ to study the effect of a ceiling and report to Congress however, we 
'believe the impact should be studied and Cangri^ss should Wow about it before 
\ic«^thig the Administration s unconsidered adviCe al>out a ceiling. 

\- ■ ^ THK AnMINlSTK/VTtt)N BILL 

\C)ur most basic dis^igreement with the Adrrtinistration profxxsiil centefii on our 
^Uef that the AFIX: program.. and Si>ction 4()K of the S<x-ial Security Act quite 
prow^rlv focuH on the needy chiW lis defintxi by law. Ncn^y. iis the Supreme Court 

• rebentlv found (Feb 22, 1979) in Miller v Youakim, translates into a Foster Care 
prbgriim fthat is) . . deKignE>ci to meet Uie parfcular needs of all f Ugible^p^l^tod 

' children whether they are placed With related or unrelated foster parems fur- 
ther, the Court said '\ . . programs, Uke AFDC-FC which employ the term^ ^"{Wa 
eni civlld' to d^rxni^ eligibility, must be available for *all eligible individuals. We do 
not know how the Administration can plan for the numbt^r oil "n€*ed^ ; eligible 
children who have a right to foster care. As the Court said, the law .^^ ^ disclc^ a 
generalized concern for the plight of all dependent children who should be sheltered 
from their current home environment but are forc^ni to remain in such homes 
because of the States' inabilitv to finance substitute care." 4^ 
' Consider the plight of children forced to rijmain in inappropriate settings because 
both the Federal and Stata governments have plac(?d arbitrary ceilings on the 
funding source^ that pay for the care those childrerr nei^d. The open ended sharing 
of costs bi'tween. Fed^^ral ^nd State governments wok fMtabhshed m 1985 as a means 



of iissuring equitable treatment to all eligible persons. It. is not clear precisely how 
state budget officei-s would proceed to establish control on foster care and ademption 
expenditures within a fixed federal reimbursement. Our experience tells us that 
arbitrary budget controls are never conducive to improved case work practices. 

PROBLEMS WITH A h^^Ti<:R (^AKE CKUJNG , 

On si»veral pre.\uous occasions, we hav^ provided this 5ubcommittei» and others 
with detailed reas9«iis for our opposition to a ceiiiftg. Vik want to summarize some of 
those data for. you. We firmly si^pbcul thpyieed for chainges in -the delivery of foster 
•care services. However, what is h^i||d^rajmore flexibility in funding sourq?s so that 
once improved foster systems are festafc&shed, S^tes and local com mui\i ties will, 
have adequate service -^funds to utilize a uroad spectrum ol' child welfare services 
which best meet the ciiildren's ne<»ds. This may indeed mean less fcK?ter care and 
more adoptions and increased levels of preventive services and services to reunify 
families. But other factors including an increasingly older foster care population, 
income policies, unemployment and, family planning policies could change the 
nature of foster care to the jx)int that there will be no actual decline in the need for 
foster ciire. An increase in the amount of foster care cpuld occur even iJS the fate of 
return to the family or. to an adoptive home accelerates. 

We feel the members of this Subcommittee* shchild bo aware of the fact that 
encouraging more, permanent placements of children by imposing a ceiling on the 
AFIX/ Foster Care funds has no guarantee qf' working and could be seriously 
detrimental to children. We are familiar with the closed ended approach to social 
services policy since Title XX 'is a closed ended authority for funding social services. 
While the real purchiising poser of these funds continues to shrink, the services 
. pmvided d€?crease and the social services system becomes les$ effective in carrying 
out its mi^ssion. There Ls a secondary loss— States may divert funds from- existing 
progranjs forcing them to use chea|>er, power programs. 

Kxempting foster, care assistance from the open -ended financing provision charac- 
terizing AFIX/,' SSI and Medicaid, and substituting a limited authorization estab- 
lishes an extremely dangerous precedent. Last year' a similar proposal for the total 
AFIX'' program failed in the^ Senate after receiving netative testimony from mc^t 
interested parties. Experience indicates that if the ceiling on -foster care is imple- 
'niented. States and counties confronted with court placements would find it neces- 
mry to eliminate any voluntary placement .pro^xxsend by ciis^^workers and families, 
and either increiise * their own contributions at the expense of newer, innovative 
programs or reduce foster care payments. ' ' 

Increased nun^{>Ors of older children and teenagers are coming into foster care 
due to diversion status offenses and diversion from the Juve^iile Justice sy^^tem. 
Older children have greater overall net^ds and especially for specific items such as 
foixJ, clothing, re-creation and transportation. Higher rates liave traditionally been 
paid' for older children to help mei^t their increast»d needs. According to a study on 
the ccxst of foster family care done by the University of I>eiaware, '^H of the 4H Staters 
with State-administered foster care systems determini? payments on the basis of age. 

Higher numi:)ers of handicap[>ed and emotionally disturbed cfiildren are also being 
placed in faster care si'ttings due in part to the deinstitutionalization of mentally 
retarded/ mentally ill children from state hospitals. Thesi^ children require intensive 
s<»r vices and corlsiderahly tnore hours of care incurring far greater costs for foster 
[ra rents and group caring agencies. At least 2^) States have adjustt^d rates according 
to the physical and merital fu*t^ds of the child. Thosi* childreri are usually in care for 
longer ^n^riods of time than non handicap|>ed children. According io a study on the 
"CortifK)Tienty of Fostc'r Ciirv for Handicapp^xi Children" (C.'hiUl Welfare, June, 1978), 
handicapped children remained in care an average of 2k\ months ^onger than non- 
hand icapf)ed children. Additionally, handicapped children^ ar^> far less independent 
^.and j;K)sse.Hs t'e>ver selfcyrt' skills crediting additionyj ri»sjK)nsibi!ities for foster and 
group care-givers. Data revealed, also, that extra exp<?ns4'S incurred in caring. for a 
handicappi'd child averagt»d mure a yeaf, Ffowever. foster piirents of handi- 

capped children reported receiviing reimbursement for oAly a quarter of all special; 
yet necessiiry oxjHnulituiK's. y * 

Though hailiHiHiy som^ as a foster care program reform, the propos^n:! ceiling may 
lx» detrimental to children siilce States will *be discouragcni from removing children 
from harmful, home situations or increasin^{ foster rare rates. I mf>os it ion of the 
ceiling combined with tax cut ' movements m the States may only reinforce the. 
continuation of insufficient foster can* payments and ?<up[K)rtive Be r vices. Some 
States are exfH'rienring decre^ases on the total iiumlKM* of children in care while at 
the same time iu)ancing increasing costs. Fur example, in ('alifornia, while the total 
numlH»r of children in foster care rirop|H'd 12 pt^rcent bet\v4<*h 1974 arfd 1977 (the 

. / \ 
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segment pf children in group homes and institutions dropped 17 percent), costis 
durins the same period increased by 58 percent, eurrently, child advwiates are. 
working to achieve coet control and uniform safeguards by requiring tuli btate 
funding for'AFDC Foster (Xts and statewide standards for rate^tting m this post 
Proposition 13 era in California's history. . . , . , c- , . 

AFDC Foster Care funds are a mtyor source oi funding m Michigan. In fiscal yeat • 
197^-79 Michigan will obtain approximately $15 million in Federal funds under 
AFDC-Foster Care. The use of these funds in Michigan has resulted m: (1) better. 
reimbui»sement to foster parents using a statewide Bureau of Labor Statistics ^nd- 
ard- (2) freeing of other funds to introduce and implement u model adoption subsidy 
procram Wd on the same foster care standard; (3) transfer ot hundreds of cases 
from eourtto Department of Social Services.jurisdiction thereby increasing more 
unified service delivery; and (4) improved monitoringigf movement of children 
through thevsystem freeing up Title XX funds for increa^ staffing. If the ceiling is 
imposed, the- Michigan State Department of Social Services projects a year 
losTof $25 million in,»Federal funds to the- detriment ot the entir^ child welikre 

/ Major campaigns to identify child abuse and neglect cases, such as those in Texas 
and Illinois; are resulting in substantially increased needs for services. In TexaS 
alone the Legislature is considering a new budget expenditure of $28 million over 
two years for boaniing and medical expenses of victimized children who must be 
placed outside their homes. Increased casework in protective and preventive servic* 
will undoubtedly result in increased placement of children in temporary care while 
s<!rvices to the parents and children ore provided, hopefully resulting in quick^id 
responsive reunification of families. . ^ 1 * 

iS^ summary, the concept of a needy child's legal entitlement to- foster care 
services has been upheld as one of our oldest social services responsibilities. It has 
bisen the legal responsibility of the State, in the tradition oi ' parens patriae , to 
care for these children in need of protection, The Federal gDvcrnment would evade 
its responsibility by allowing the imposition of a funding ceiling tor the mainte- 
nance needs of those AFDC children placed oatside their hom^. There is no 
indication that this program is a "runaway" funding source for the States. Compari- 
rfpn of States- estimate^between 197fi and 1977 show a wide tange of increases and 

^ decreases in faster care caseloads and expenditures tor thosechildren in care The 

^ esTinX for this progran.. just like its p^irent program. AFDC^, are variable ba^ 
upon many factors. Flat peVccnUgf' increaWs are detrimental to many States and a 
nrincTeai- ceiling hurts most Stiites. While the^ Administration's bill proposes to 

. maintain open^-nded fOndirtg for .idnxinistration and training for two more years 
and Finally cap the entire program at a no-growth ieve! m I'lscal Year l.)8.>. we 
cannot supptirt any proposed "reform" of the foster care sy.stem which u .h/.es a cost 
JSntTinmiMit mtK^hanisrirather than a strong and responsive Federal leadei-sh.p 
rule." • ^ 

. THE ULSFUTKD CL.VIMi^ ^'HOBi.KM * 

Some of the major problems raLs^^ by the AaTninistration's bill have to do with 
tht* bill's hartdlini? of disput<*d ciai?ns. * t t -m h ^ ^ ^ 

m. are concerned alxfut the discrepancy 4n language m the bi! are alf disputed 
bairns to comfHited in considering the ceiling, or thcxse for fiscal yeaO^HH only? 
^ Ilow can d«-i.sion.s bt- made alwut disputed claims without a carelul fWew ol the 
historv of disputed claims, by year and by State for the last several years.' 

HKW ne«ds to clarify its p<xsition in respi>ct to the ba.ms for st-tting a c^-ilmg on 
' AFIX'-FC If one year's di.sputwi claims are includiKi in the Inuso and it is the most ■ 
rt-cont vrar some Stales may have an undue advantage over other States^ On the 
other hand counting a!i disputed claims could provide some bUU:^ witlisuch.a 
* larcf base as tn^effcctivcly eliminate the. effect of a ceiling. . . 

Tcau^ of these probUnns. it i. impc-rative that HEW provide charts showing the 
an^nts of ddunW^ cl#ns, rea.sons for-the dispute^. yonr« for which claims are iJi;, 
drspute (With data for t^-h of the States), Without ih.s information it is not pcKssible 
. foJ Sress to judge the equity (or lack of iHiuity) m the Administration s ProposaL 
S uhXttal amounts of funds have been involved m pas^ problen^ with disputed 
claims '^ Congress is well aware. Six years of di.sputt-d claims were finally se knl 
..SiT ^e^rs ■li-U-E the.outs<-t in I'.HW States had ciaimi^ more th£in $m bH .on 
under variLs i4\es u the Soc-ial >Security Act, The fmnl settlemen amounte<l to a 
" S oFthat amount. Ninett>en,sUtes shared in the $532 million st-ttlement and one 
X state accounted for $214. ! million^ 
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We have a numbfA)l\speciiTc commeiks to make aboik the proposed lanj^age 
governing state planner foster care; and adoption assJstancV^der a nc?\v. Title IV- 

iJc'c. i7JiaH4^> The State * should also be required to /coordinate its planning for 
Title IV-E with the well<>stablibhed^planning process of Title XX. > ■ 

Siw If7JiaH9K This se<.'tic>n' providing siifeguiu^s on the disck)t4ure of information 
al>out uLses apjjcars to conflict with ctirrent /roposiKl policies of HEW (as^reflected 
in a draft Action Transmittal^ dated Jan. ^7, 1979) to allow {pster' care review 
systems under the supervi^iion of the state afeency. 

Set'. This section should bt? redfafted-to make clear two essential points: 

(1) standards must be periodically revit^wet for their 'appropiiateness (2) payment 
^ levels must bi" periodically reviewtKl for theiNc^^isonableness, 

.Sec. 47'J(ciHll-lt}K We are concerned about impact of the three-year grace 
f j^eriod for providing proct^iural Siifeguards, ac. Allowing States until fiscal year 
1983 to implement safeguards while simulta/eousiy requiring* States to have? their 
IV-B plans in pj'ace by fiscal year 1981. may huve the perverse effect of discouraging 
timely implementation of prot€?ctions. States V'ould wait, conceivably, until fiscal 
year 1981^ to implement IV-H plan rtK^uiremetiW in favor of IV-E implementation. 

A drafting error appt^ars to^have taken place Ji r resp)ect to (14), The word **or** 
n(*eds to addi»d at the end of phnises ^A) (B). arni (('), » ' 

* ' 

Sir. ^T.HuHJHA^, Title IV-K training under tlie new Administration propositi 
• would Im' linUted.to training at "t*ducationai institutions" and only pei'sonnel em- 
piuyed by the State or local lY"^- agency could be trained. This continuation of Title 
XX training policy is in din^'t conflict with the expr^^nl desircis of thii^ Subcommit- '. 
ti?e. and particularly Mr, Bnxihead. • ' 

Improvemcjits in training should be 'made in Titles IV-B and Title XX, as well as 
in any new Title IV-K (or (X|uivalent legislation J lo aiiow; - 
rl) contracts with non-profit agencici^;^ 

(2) inclusion of appropriate sht^fT term training ex|x*|isc»jsi and 

(3i training of stiiiff and volunt4H"ri^ s<»rving in ;dl capacities of provider agencit»s. 
Child welfare workt'rs,. adtK^uqt4»ly trained through l)ot1i short and long'/terni; 
formal and in si^rvice conceptual and practical training programs are ess^'ntiai to an 
improved and enhanctnl child welfare program in the States' public and private 
child welfare agencies. As liEW's study "National Stutiy oi S<H'iai S<»rYicc*s fur 
Children and their Fainihes" conclude.: **When education and ex^n^nence ^tre taken 
together the typical i:asewurker emergi?s a.s a fH»rsor) with a bacheh^r degrtH? in a 
field other than s<K:ial work and a little more than three years of expcn'ienci* *in 
.stKrial .service to ^'hildren and fainiiies^ Thus, the adi*(^uacy t)f the caseworker to 
fruH»t the service netKis and goals of the cases, for which h*' •"'he is res|HniSihle rs 
de{H»ndenl ujK>n the agencies providing in,-service training and su^n'rvision of rt«- 
markabU' quality '* U'age 2o) * . - ' • 

• The Administrations proposal to c\ap Title^ XX trainiag futuis. to reiiuce the 
appropriati<)ns for S<'ctioi3 42f|. Child Welfare Trainir^^. fRj^n $8r#million to $0 
million (or fiscal year 19S0. 'and to continue Hmiti^ training provisions in this 
pro|>oseci child welfare legislatioti do not reflect the finciui^? of the National Study. 
or this SulK'enuninee's desires. s 

I'AVMKMS TO STAT^^S ' ^ ' 

SVr. fi7J(b^J^ We uruierstand the /^dininist rat ion's concern thiit States;Wili '^shifV 
adff>HHslrativ*i rxfnms^'K from Title A TiJ h' IV' IC However, without daUi 
about current administrative costs under IV' A for fcJ^ter care and adopt if)n puL-,.«. 
|K)ses. this requirement may Ik- difficult fgr States to eomply vvith, 
.SVr ^4?Jivl^ are concerned, that what may hafijx'n, in trading off an nu"ome 
^maintenance end! lenient for poor children for 'llexil^le funds', ."i^ates will be^aced 
with^hard decisions. If States actually have unused IV K funds, they nuiy have to 
chmjse l)*'tw(4»n providing increased fost<T care and adoption subsidy payments or 
increitsing ca.sework<Ts' salaries. 

Sir i^i'nlL We (juery the one year luj^it for ciaifTts This limit would inj|K7se an 
unreapnable deadline, given the changes in legislatifui fre(juefitlv unposed by i 'in- 
gress Ihe cotillictiiig State legislative cidendars, a/ui tlu^ time needed for cfninty- 
administered Stat^'s^ lo suinmari/e their financial claims 

ERIC ,. • •. / 
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Sec i75{S) While we support individual case planning, we are fearful that the 
Wns we should have learned from implamemticg the individualized educatioli 
pn^rams (lEP) under the education tor handicapped legislation (Public Law »4-142) 
. , are not reflected, A reaction is now taking place which threatens unplementatiott ot . 
the lEP. Caution must be exercised with respect to caii© planning m this legislation 
to ensure thai the level of detail, the time frame for compliance, and the funds to - 
ensure implementation are appropriate. . ' ' 

DEFINITIONAL PROBUr^MS 

Sec 475(5). We have several concerns with the dtfinition of."child<arc institu- 
tion " The size stipulated for public institutions (25) appe&rs to te arbitrjiry. We 
would like to know the basis for setting the sLse at this level, which is neither an 
appropriate size for a group home nor nec^rily appropriate for congregate care 
supporting intensive treatment services. The issue of qua ity of care should be • 
addr^Ki in this definition by reference to "living units, 'which sho«Id be not 
larger than 14. Sii* considerations for group care facilities should m our experience, 
address themselves to "adntinistrative uni,t«." If HEW is to pick an arbitrary s^f 
facility, operated under public auspices and receiving reimbursements under Af.Ut^- 
FC {'or successor legislation), it would be administratively more iiimple to use sixteen 

^^It [s^l«)^im portent that the definition cleajly state that ai! such public facilities 
be approved as meeting the mmo requkements as thosa of nonprofit facilities; In 
' ' many instances, States have not taken ste^ to bring public facilities into ^ompU- 
ance with the quality guidelines voluntary agencies are rneeting. Michigan has 
reauired all state child care facilities to meet specific standards since 19T3, but the 
I^partment of Social "Services has not yet applied this law to publicly-operated 
facilities Children j^xiuire -the same protections and quality care regardless ot 
auspices ' We hold that all programs and facilities public or private sectarian or non- • ■ 
sectarian should meet the saine standards for licensing or be approved as meeting 

^^We^woufd'^^Hke to call to the attention of the Subcommittee (ahtj to HEW) an 
important drafting error. There is a comma after the word "instituti^ aiid before 
the word "or" which could be interpreted as authorizing funding of, group homes 
under profit-making auspices. If this, is intentional we believe the Sufacom*rti,ttee ^ 
should direct that it be deleted. , . „ Sj. 

Because of the controvorsy about the definition of "detfintion faci!% and other 
' related terms in Guideiines issued by the Office of Juvenile JustiC8>and Delinquency 
Prevention- we believe appropriate clarifying definitions, based fin child welt are v 
practice, should be added for '^ietention.faciiity" "triyniflg schools and ""y «ther , 
facility" so as to ensure that child welfare facilities are not inappropriately, defmed 
and thus prccludtki from funding under this part. ' ; . 

■ AI.U)WABLfc; [NSTITUTIONM. CCXSTS .■ ■ , _ ' -. 

• ' Sec A75(7) We have three concerns in respect to this paragraph. 

First we believe that, with regard to educational services, payments shoulo^ be 
allowed fer school supplies and other "educational costs, {or^ehildren as defined in , . 
HKW Action Transmittal SSA-AT'78-21, dated May 19, 1978. ■ . . . ' . : 

Second, a major inhibiting factor i^oving children from larger, obsolete facUj- 
tiesMto more appropriate facilities *^he absence of funds for construction, reha^ , .. 
biiiMian, and, conversion of facilities, Perhaps the Subcommittee^eould ask HEW to < 
study the problem of facility construction, etc., and based on the findings of that . .. . . 
study make limited funds available for such ptirposes. ' „' v -,j 

Third public or nonprofit private child-plactment agencies as w^ll as child^^ - ;. . 
institutions should re&ivc payments fj«;.teasDnable-. adm^m.»trat«>n..-and •.■ 
operation of their foster family homes, . >rw^ c , ' ,, 

vouiNTAftY ■Vu\c;km^;nts ■ ' ':x-^ ■ ■ ,. ' 

" /if6Va/*'/;rC; We strohgly .support th6\i!lclusionoTvolun^^ ■ 
• as eligible for Federal matching, funds.' Study Of the limi^tioh 5- only court 4>iace- . . 
mentJ led us to the cm^flusion that the-cqu?t procedirft: liv ce,rtaiir.ca«?s rnay not . ■. • 
only severely dan,,^child.parent relati^<)n8hipB but also that it is a costly and .. . 

^ > ^ support the- hill introduced by M*-.vP^^"^^. iMv,^'^i' - - ' 

wnicn w.u .u»^v vv^ntarily piacqd AFIXJ eligible childi^M.pligi.Wefor AFIX. Fostt>t >, 
Care fu^iCis aflfCp^g carcYully ' reviewed, by the StatB.-.Thm noVdtily Whlzeii th^ ; • , ■ 
good prLicK^ State' in originally plaoin^th^- child,, W^Mo Pfovidef^^ 
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n incentive to the State's to '*track down*' these children and carefully review their 
status and make more permanent plans. . 

_ ^ ■ "LKAST Rf':STRICTIVE" DEFINITION 

SiV. i76(a)(2K It shcmtd be noted that while the other foster care protections are 
not required until Fipal Year 19H3, this paragraph is to be implemented by Fiscal 
Year 1981." We do ncfe understand the reason for this distinction between efTectiye 
dates for con^parabie protections. 

We do have some concern about the way enforcement of this paragraph will work 
unless more precise, and appropriate definitions are supplied for "least restrictive 
(famHy-like)' setting" and "close proximity." We have had difticulty with similar 
wording in the Guyelines of the Office of Juvenije Justice and Delinquency Preven-^ 
t ion because of hjck of plain English appropriate defmitions. ^ 

"Fanjily^ike" may vary depending on one's conception of "family" and "close 
proxirtlKy" has one meaning in Manhattan and another in Georgia. 

ADOPTION ASSlSTANCt;: PHOCniAM 

For nearly 2t) yeai^, the I^i^ague has had experience with and supported the 
utilization of subsidized adoptions. Our experience and that of many local ^nd st^tte 
^eticies has bet^n that this is an eiTective and efficient means of providing perma- 
■ nency to children w^o would otherwise not be able to experience the security of 
f4inily living. - ' * . \ A 

In a study conducted by the League, "Children in Need/of Parents;" and publ«ned 
in 19i)9, we 'nottni that ". . . suliidy,;. , . of " families jvho cannot afford to aaopt 
children . . should be tried. l\v^it^ years later, "Children's Defense Fund 
report., "Childitm Without Homes/' makes essentially tiie same point. The couiW of 
. time has th<^^ concefits nio\^ from cautious approval by leadership of the child 
welfare field 'to^road support throughout the country (45 States and the Uistrict of 
. ColumjbiA provide for subsidized adoption). / 

In effect, tht*re is no controversy over the Idea even though there is a great deal 
of difficulty jn exacting Ijiis .modest and cost-effect iv<? idea in sp^ific Federal 

Ue^iie inacCion at the Federal leveK the experience of States^ has led them to 
gnuluuily niov^^ itt the direction of helpful but fiscally inadequate programs. Cur^ 
rently,rStates.<LHirifi*onted with t^x reform measures, are cutting back the appropri- 
.ations fof acioptioh subsidy programs. Finleral matching funds would help alleviate 
*these. fiscal pressures. At this point, only five States do not have some sort of 
'sub«idiz€^ adoption. legi.Hlation on the' bdoks. Of thc^se five SUites, Alabama and 
iMissi^isippi'^ire working oh fegislatidfc. Only Arkans^is, Hawaii, and Wyon^mhave 
yet to join their sister SUiUt^s. ^ . : - 
' ■While the CVngres>s hciHSioba^ comprehensive legislation an* 
Waited: a hotlier st^ssion ■ for she Hubsl*ii;«xi adoption provisions tolj 
SU^t4*^?V add(Ki ado|.>lion subsidy statutes. New Hampshire andi"* 
Tawji^. in 11)77; Louisiana and West VirgmiA* adopted the provisioi^j 

The reason; ff>r the swiH>ping' endorsement, of subsidiz£*d adopiion t^t two-fold: it is 
humane it saves taxpayers money; In human tetms, this leli^islat ion achieves 
siiniethiiig^-or^vfone agret^s i^; improtant— -a pt^manent home is made available for 
thous^mds of children. Some have nuxiicul^probiems. Some are sibling groups. Some 
are eniotior\aUy troubled and rixjuire addifiX?nal supj>ortivi.* resources. Many at'e 
oldtfr and 'memberj^ of minority ^j;!)^!:)*^. 

T^e hi.invan side of the story 1s not iimiti^d to those children who are currently 
AFIX»igible. Subsidized adoption ^.^hould (and is, in most States) avaihible for all 
: children who are legally fm» for 'adoption because thes€» children aaB, in efft*ct, 
::'wards of the. State" and ]K)tentially indigent Only alnm! one third of the children 
who are i'rw for adoption' i\re now on ArlX.', on AKlX%Foi^ter \.'are, or from p<x)r 
'families, We ask the SulK-ommittecv t^o direct that any legislation assure that each 
and t'very child who i^? free for adoption i>^» qualified *^j)t»cincally gander the bill for 
hcuierjk including ail children under ^he bill for full biniefit.s, including all 
chijdriMi.wlR are SSf^t^ligible w • 

There is-:m imf>ortant cosi-siiving B\(k{ to the subtiidized adoption pro^raln. For 
example, data from Hve States prove thrU.the program wbrk4>, 

Cukjhrnui: Sub*iidies ;sre pr^;^s<'ntly limited to^ five y^^r^ in but r^uKlical payments" 
for sfHvia! servavs -4Hay available upito a^e 18; Sta^c . officials U'li eve* Federal 
funds wcjuhl eiisure b*nU*r pritl^ams in ('aUfornia; , V ^ k / 

Jllinois: Of l,Hf)S totally active subsidies, an average total savings of S8W,2(U) is 
anticipateci annually; - 
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Michi'fian: Of 7r)0 children receiving medical and/or support subsidies, the State. 
•, estimates a savings of $650,000 in Fiscal Year 1977; ^ i , • , ' ^ 

KnSota 111. a study carried out in connection with a hew sufasidiiEed adaption 
law^^an SrimK annual savings df $18,500,000 for children in foster care who 
could be placed with a subsidy was projected; and . ^ 

WwXorkrin fisjfal year 1978. 700 children were adopted with a subeidy at an 
estimated savings of nearly $1,400,000. ..^ ^ r,^ r^Mt^ 

We want subsidized adoption legislation., we it enacted as soon as ^ 

and we cannot understand Congress allowing any additional dela>^ to .*tfke place 
Children are sutYering and money is being wasted. If we cannot act to reduce 
' human tragodyi can't we act out of fiscal motives? 
\' * » ■ . 

■ TllK ADMINISTKATtON BH4.S MEANS TEST 

Sec A7?(bXJMA). The Administration's 200 percent of median income figure eff«sp- 
tiveW eliminates any means test lor potentiafadoptive parents under this program. 
We war t trpoint out that the actual income of most 4^qh P^'-ents 'b much Wr 
\ and the impSition of a means test is contrary to HEW's own Model Adoption 
\ Subsidy ATt^ubsidies are the child's benefit regardless of the adop i^^^^^ , 
Uncomt^ We would support the language of. the Brodhead bill m this mstanc6-there 

^Fjrrtlg^lhrme'S.'t^^^ would simplfty ■ administration of the! 

program and avoid costly eligibility determination processes, 

• UNNtrtSSAKY "bUPI-ICATlOf^ , , 

■ A?.r This section provides $1.5 million to HEW for activities already author- 

■ izS under STa" Lnd (b) of Public, law 95-266, Adoption Opportumtt^ 

• S of t1[e Child Abuse J^revention and Treatment and Adoption_Reiorm Act of 
l')78 Th^ legislation, enacted larg-ely as the resull of the leadei^hip of Sen. Alan 
rrinstorrSId an appropriation of $5 million for the current fiscal vear. Unfor- 
tunS HEW £s still not Wn able to put the legislaeion into eff**ct. Ahhough we 
sunS)rt the of thi^ section, we have pressed HEW to iniplement the 
/XSn Opi3rtunities title and question enacting largely duplicatwe tenguage 
(and additional appropriations) under new legislation. 

MKDICAiD Ei.!(;!Rn.iTV 

Rather than making full .Medicaid coverage an option, we strongly urge the 
SuKmm.ttei. to recommend full Medicaid coverage as a mandatory benefit -for 

^'wt'uivfSSli^S^^^^^ concermrig adaption .subsidies tO o^r stat.^ 

ment as background information for the use of the-Subcommsttee. 

• " {'1111,11 WKi.KAKK SKKVR'K.i; -Trn-K 1V.» 

' S*r The Title I\i-R planning process .should be. coordinatwl and im pit- 

. mi^i ed in conjuncfion with the pubUa review procesis established undijr -Titk- \X. 
"^^'clJL.l ihline witS our i..n|i! sup,x.rt for ^^^^/ards or 
' rr.o'^n^ /if -m'^urin^ duality in oroL^Wiis fund^Ki by the t^ederal gcpernmeni, wt 
. u'li . - .4 Uus "^tln -Suidi. .m,en?r.;d by adding ^he -^-^^"'^^^^^J^^ 
al,!y in accord with those of national standard-setting <>rgani/.iitions after the word 

""^t'^M^^'S^t^^i^on the capability of States to daim Federal expendi- 
turt's'within a ons-year tinif^i'niit. 

,IV H l.IMlTATiON.s 

SVc i '>'(t'') We are concs-rned ijbout the limitations on day care, foster care, and 
adoption ::Lsisfana--.payment.. at 1^19 levels. We -^.-%^^.f^^^%''^^^^^ 
Htate-by-state data fgr tht^ three categories of service. Once such data aie prov.di-d, 
then lie cingress can dererniine which (if any) inTulat.ons are appropriate.. ■ 

We l^-llha t s imf>ort.aat for 'th,e Title IV B pr^igram to continue to support 
■ no™ns.tosted sefv.cls. including 'the three which would l>e limited under the 
section as now drafttni. .t» . . ; ■ , 

' ^ ftxjRniNArKJN t)K KHl'tlKl'S . ' 

• 8.T kimiXBl We' ftH;onunend that the rt-i)iiired re!K,rts ["""'jrj^^'Jr, "^ij 
re x,rtirig activities rcHjuired under the Ad<,plu.n Oi)!K,rtumties tit e ot 

as well rtHuf^^^ the infornuUion in the Suites iinal Title XX 

, CASr plan for,piihlic review. ^ 
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Y ' FUNDING CX)MPL£Xmto AND TIMING 

We have si?rious questions . about the number of States which will b^r-fiTJftsto 
satisfy the requirementij for ail proa?dures and safeguards under the new Titleyfv- 
E. Because of our1i|xperience in case management systenns, and our work wiUf the 
States in our <.'hild yd Yputh Centered Information System (CYCIS), we theorize 
thatyvery fl5w SUiteifwould be able to qualify for thii additional iV-B fimding by 
Fiscal Year 1981. * 

HEW%shouI4 provide infotmation to Congress about the number of States estimat- 
ed to J>c capable of reaching coipplianC« by each of the next three fiscal years. We 
are concerned that, given the Administration's budget ajtimates for fiscal years 
1981 and 1982 -(outlays of $156.5 and 18L5 million respectively), the full $266 miUion 
entitlement will not be available for many years. 

Sec. :i23(fXdXA) and (BK We query req"Uiring only 80 percent compliance with the 
case review requirements, effectively putting 20 percent of the children in care in 
jeopardy. It is als»^ undear why^ percent. compliance, is appropriate for Title IV-B 
while full compliance with iheij^ .i'«Kjuirement^ is appariently reqjLiired by 198^ fpr 
•continue title IV-E funding. . 

^ We see the proposed penalty of $500 as ineffective. What is the relationship of 
$500 to the total current cost of conducting the individualized case review? if as 
^me attorneys dnd administrators have estimated for us, the cost may approximate 
$2^000, it would be more cost-effective noftd condu(?t such reviews. 

ike iJJ(f}(5K Given the scarcity of social services funds an^i the need to utilize 
any new funds for effective preventive and restorative services,, we question provide 
ing all States with a permanent 30 percent increase in Title IV-tB funds. These 
funds would be available regardless of*the State's performance in complying with 
thcvitequired improvements of the legislation. ' ^ 

We do; howevoi' recognise that States would be requii^ to mc)et the3e improve- 
mepts by 11)H3 in order to maintain Federal funding ondi?r Title IV-E, Conceivably, 
4 laggard State coi^ld revert, in 1983, to the situatiotV that prevailed prior to the 
enactment of. Sec. 408, the AFDC-Foster Care prc^ram. J^o Federal furids would be 
ayailafale for the foster care of needy children. . ; . ; 
, &c, I^2J(gHiK We strongly recommend that 75 percent (rather than 40 percent) of 
additJoi>al Title IV-B money be' earmarked for servic«i designed to help children 
remam-^ with their families^ Thiy level of funding is' Deeded, to assure that the full 
range of child welfare services/ the core services of Title IV-B, are available to help 
reduce-the present overndependence on. the foster care system. We also support 
earmarking, up to Ip jn^rcent of the funds for developing and implementing the 
required case managemejit and infornriation systems and other actiyities. ' 

, * : MAINTKNANVEOF e^'l-mT V. 

^Set'. 4JJigH^^l We stropgly support the requirt*<i maintenance-of-cffort of State 
expe*nditures forSTit:|e jV-Ji and Title JiX child wi^lfare services. We riK'ognize the 
nt^arly biliion-doliar tnvestment df the^ Staters in child welfare and believe it is 
essential that this commitment be mainUiintni. » 

i)KM()N8THATK>NVR()J>X'r 'IH} PRKVKNT UNN^-XT^SArV PfACKMlCNT OK CMH.UKKN ' 

Sec'.- We ret'ommend that this part bp aniendtni by adding a new part (i^^. 
The new 42.'5(gK.'^ would authorise demonstration projects for training j^irid employ- 

• ment pf AFDC recipients as homemakers and home health aidt^Si It is estimated 
that as many as 2^'> percent of the childi;en, many of whom are emotionally or 
physically disabled, now in foster care arrangc»ments, dp hot necessarily hav<? to bc» 
ther^. If propet Alt^^rnative supportive services werp available many ^children Woiii<i 
avoid unntH:essary placement and be able to live in famiHiir surroundings in which ■ 
thi\v cun retain th^Mr sense of ^)frmanence. At the same time, there, are many 

. {ierions curre^itly oo the .welfare rolls who. if they receiye propK?r training:. CDuld'. 
IxMLMmie gainfully and us<»fijlly employtxi membc^rs of the social services profession. 
The amt»ndment would authori^ie liEW to Qnter into agreeoient with St^ites for the 
purpose 5f conducting deVnonst ration projects fpr the training and efnplpym^ni of 
welfare ri?cipient s lls' pome makers or home health aidt»s. Priority would be given to 
tho^e St0eS;Who hav^^ demo^iHJtrated active interest itmd have complitHi with condi- 
tions ^pefiH^^ in Sec.\ 41^1^10. P'uli rin^iwnsibility /or the p«0|^ram would be given to 
the Title-rvyi agency ' ; , ' / ^ 

The progrtun is comph-tely vuiunb^ y; an AFIX' recipient is under no obligatitMi to 
enroll and doi^s not rink lass ol' A FIX* funds by refusing to participat<^ Persons 
eligible for training and employrnont would hv only those w^o weix? continuously On 
the AFIX'^ rolU foi*' tf^e- D<)-day [5f*ri()d 'preceding appliciition. Those who, enter-a 
training prog^^m wciuJd' W cx^rWidiMC^d to Ih» participating in a work incentive 
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program authorized under part C of Title IV of the Social Swurity Art. During^ 
fi«t year such individual is employed under this program, he or she shall continue, 
to is ScSd eligibility and any eligibility he had prior to ff?^; 
inK pro<rram for social and suppojlive services provided under part A ot, title IV 
The?Xidual will be paid at a Wei comparable to the prevailing wage level m the 
area for similar work. Federal funding will not be available for the employment of 
STeligib ^participant under the project after such participajA has been employ^ 
for a 3-year Sriod. Payments could be made only foi- service protp-ams which m«^t 
stendai^s reS^nably in accord with or accredited by a miUonal standard-setting 

"lle^i^H^Sequires a State participating in a demonstration project to eftabii^h a 
forrnal traiS pVogram which m,^t be approved by the Secretary aa adequate to 
?rJSr^ Xbfe pScipant.- to provide part time and intermittent homemaker 
L^vS and home heal^aide services to families, who w°"l^--'" 
Saso^bly anticipated to'%ive one or more members require foster care. The State 
sS proK for the full-time-«mployment of those who have successfully completed 
the raiS pniram with one or more public agencies or by contract with nonprof- 
t Lenc"^Sumbere of people in a State eligible for training and employment 
ioKlimit^ onTy by theKbilitv to be trained and employed as weU^as by the 
number of those in ne^f home health and homemaker services.- . 

Se bil Pi^iden that per^mi eligible to receive home health and ^memaker 
servkes aV^ families in n^ of such services. They must be those forlorn such 
not actually available and who would otherwise reasonably be anticipat- 

'^The'^n^pSKhat the type of services included as'^ homemaker andjiome 
' health aide S S include part time or intermittent, personal care such as bath- 
in^^StSSn? a Id toilet carerassisting persons having limited mobility; feeding and 
d^ft^sSe S management., ho^keepi and shopping; family pWng 
. ifvic^ S simple P^^ for identifying potentia health Problems ,A^^^^^^^^^ 
wld Svi^ include any service-performed in a foster family home or matitutior^ 
St pr^viS for the wefl-being of individual chilSren 1 vmg with t^eir^wn famih.^ 
bv LlDinK them overcome dimculties they experience in the process of maturation. 
SSl funSnfng, or in coping with envin^^ental stresses, and by Ivelpmg their 
n««.nt« mi-pt the demands and responsibilities of parenthood. 

^ The biTlTrovrdJ 9^^^rcent fX matching for the reasonable coste (less any 
reJ^t^ fee^ Slated) of conducting t^ demonstration projects. Such amounts 

. wou d bcTaid under the States IV-B program. Demonstration projects- would be 
Hmlted to a maximum of 4 years- plus an additional period up to 6 , months .for 

• nlaSig and dSopmont-and a siimliar period for final evaluation and reporting. 
The S?ary if .Quired to submit ar^ial evaluation reports to the Clongress arjd a 
SalVJ^rt not n^re than G. months after h. has r*KeiVed the final report, fmm all 
the participating States, .■ 



'(•ARRYC)Vt:HX>FTm,H IV- H VVNOS 



Si'c^ maxmbl- While we support giving States the necessary ne^xibih y to spend 
thpSO oT-rcent additional Title funds in any way they wish m 1980 there, 

Sou' d n'^tTa provSon aliening StaU* to carry over these funds mto Hscal Year 
Snr Stetes should actually spend these funds to expand and prove their child 

"^fZJ^TI^ri r.^loc.Uon of unused Title IV-B.funds from SUtes who 
cannot sSnd au-it tetal allotments to. other Sties, to ensure full utilization oi the 



cannot spt 

"^'flFW shoHrd'^be required to quickly issue implementing regulations in order for 
♦ hp St^tos to have time to plan for appropriate use of these funds. Therefore, we 
rSommend that llt^ be r^equired to publish final regulations not later than 00 
daysufter enactment of tjiis proposed legislation, ^ 



t rriHo VX iPi/islHtion we support the te.stiinony provided on March 

22 l'^7^S^e S^sJ^oStti byl^bec'c^G^ behalf of lUe Nationa 

I Jmblv^f Natiotm! Voluntary Health and Social Wdfare Orgam^tions, Inc. of 
^S tL CMd ™ U-ague of America is a member agency. We support the 
foutfeen r'^mimmdins prlented. However, we want to take this opportunity te 

ceSng irTiile XX^ $31 bUIion for fiscal year leHOSVtTstrongly support and 
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applaud Mr. Cornian's niovi? to include a 7 |x?rcent cost of living factor in Title XX 
for years after fiscal year 1980. ' . * 

We enthusiastically endorse maintaining the $200 million eartnarked funds for 
day care as a permanent provision' with no Federal matching requirement, for the 
purpose (if encouraging States to continue to expand and upgrade their day care 
services under Title XX. The Federal government must be the leader in promoting 
decent day care and in rtn^uiring compliance with appropriat4„» standards. States 
have been res[K)nsive to the C4)ngressional intent and have increased spending to 
improve day care services. Funds for day care services are directly ^»lated to the 
Title XX goal of self-suOiciency for parents and future S4>lf-suf!lciency for the, 
children in care. Therefore, the additional $2(K) million for day care services should 
remain a distinct and permanent category of 1(K)% Federal funding under the Title 
XX program. Additionally, •Jve support a maintenance of effort Jclause in this provi- 
sion. , 

We are submitting for the record, charts compiicKi from information* provided by 
HEW that show the Federal allotment spt^nt by States for Title XX and the special 
100 percent Federal day care funds for 1978. » ' . 

The charts indicate that for Title XX 45 of the Sj:4ites, including the Uistrict of 
Columbia, are near or at their ceiling as of I97H. 

In Federal allotments for special day care funds, 37 States have utilized 100% of 
their Federal allotment and 7 additional states are approaching their ceil jng, as of 

The Ixnigue is very supportive of maintaining Title XX training as ikn open-imded 
progr4im with funding outside the Title XX ceiling at a 7^)% Federal matching rate. 
This is particularly imp<)rtant to provide quality services at all levels. We support 
expansion of thin provision to include training for ail levels of persjixmei, including 
■vplunt4*t»>-s, and allowing non-profit agencies to contract for training pr<^rams. 

We support the^ adult emergency shelter provision. -However, we questi(#n the 
udet^uatc impiementiition of this provision without additional Title XX funds. $3.1 
billion is needtni Just ^o maintain existing levels of service. As .Congress adds ^new 
categories or new recipients to Tit4e' XX, we bt»liev€ cprrc^spondingly adequate fund- 
ing should also iyo added, bi\sed on estimates from HEW. sipecialized groups, Con- , 
gressional Budget Office, and other's, . . 

We thank you for the opjK)rtunity to t£*stify today-and urge tiiis SulK'ommittee^ to 
re|>ort tmi "bills for child welfare and Title' XX that will assut*e improvement ih 
services for ni^'d v'j:hi Id run arid their families, 

f ' ^ ■ ■ ■ ^ ^ * ■ ^ ^ 
./a, SPECIAL FESERAi DAY mi FUnIs UNDER HUE XX 

; ■/ ' 



' Alab^ia . 

Arkansas,.,, 

Califoffifa ; 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Dciiaware .. .. ^ . ,, 
DistncI of Columbia, 

. Fionda.' 

Georgia . ..' 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

liiinois ■, 

Ifiijiana 

Iowa .. . . 

Kansas ... 

Kentycky 

iouisiana 

Maine^ . . 

Maryiand . .,, . 

MassachusijUs 

Michigan' . ... 















3,400,000 


, 3/355.168' . 
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■ 340.000 ' 
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19-,880,000 
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.2,380,000 
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' 2,900.000 
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100- 


4,620,000 


4j;/,421 


90 


820,000 


82o,eoo • 


^ .100 
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■ 43?,693' 
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10,460,000 


V ■ 100 
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2 j 20,000 
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3,180.000 


. 100 


3,560,000 - 


3,545,'689 . 


100 


1.000,000 
3.840,000 


■ 1,000,000 
3,840,000 


100 
lOO 


5.460.000 


• 5.460.000" 


i ■ lOQ 


8.600,000 


8,600,000 - 


V 100 
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mm. FEDERAL DAY CASE 'FUNOS UNDER TITU XX— Cofitiiuted 



SUJes 



f«jc]j ft*Hi fticw! of, 1978 



5Sf-- •'TTi:- . 4,460,000 • 4,434,986/ ' 99' 

* • : ; , > 700.000 • 700.000 . • 100.; 

• ■ ' ■ , 1,450,000 1,460,000 , • 100 

' - 560.000 I80,3S!3 ' 32 

"" . - 760,000 . ^eoxioo ' • ■• lOo 

-■:••;•' • 6 860,000 6,860,000 ' . . . 100 

■J-;- ■ ^ 1,080,000 • l.OSO.MO ■ ■ . 100- 

' , J 17,000,000 17,000.000. •.•••100 

rorth'Mna - ^ ■■■■■■■■■ ■ 5,I20,000- . 5,1.19,4S1 ' 100 



Hofltana 

■Nefarasiia ...... ... 

Hevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey....... 

Hew Mexicfi....:. 

New Yofk 



Oiiio: ;... 

Oklahoma . 
Oregon.. 



600,000 600,000 ■ '- ■ 100-. 

10,100,000 ■ "' ■ 3,154,981 " ■ 91^ 

2,540^00 . ■ 2.540,000 ' ' " .-100 ^ 

2,140,000 . 2,140,000 . 100 

Ponnsvtania " - - 11,100.000 ■ 7,916,546 ■ 7U • 

SSa ■ * 2,640,000 , 2,540,000 .. 100 • 

S ' -640.000 • 640,000 100 - 

I ^^^:ZZ^:I^OZIZ. -.. : imum. n.mm ■ ; ■ loo 

'-.Vermoht /. ■■ ■ 



1,140,000 1,140.0 

4401^0 440,000 ' 100 

.Uifainb' 4,660,000 4,660,000 . . lOO 

.Sin" • 7Z:Z:.:, ■ 3,320,000' 3,320,000- 100 

Wisconsin . 
Wyoming.. 



4 320.000 . 4,320,000 .100. 
'360,000 ' 360.000 100 
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. /^ia^^ma^ z.^i^^ -, -- 

Alaska ' ■■■■^ 

^Arizona -..f..^ 

'Arkansas . 

California ....,.,„'..-s, , 

^ Colorado ^, 

^Connecticut.. ..'..,.•.■.* ■■ 

'Delaware. 

' District of Columbia ■ 

Ftonda.-* ■ 

Georgia..,. I 

HawaiK,.' ■ 

, Idaho ..' ^ •■ : • 

lite ■ ^ : 

/M\IX^. 

' . towa ,^ t \ 

■ -totsas- — 

KgjKuc^y - 

^fouisiana. - ^ >^ 

Maine : , 

r Manrfand 















42,500.000 


■ 37,9S8,4S6 ■-• ' 




4,250.000 


. 4.250,^00 ' 
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.26.fl00.000 


21,185.2^5, 
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24,750.000 
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100 . 


29,500,000 . 


29,500,000 
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36,250,000 • 


.36,250,000 , 
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6,165,265' ■ 
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lOO 


9?.000,000 
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' 100 
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■ 5//J50.000 
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10,250,000 


10,250,000 • 


lOO 


' 9,750,000 


• 9,?50,000 


.100 


130.^0,000 


'116.914,405 


89 


62,250,000 ^ 


■34,934,260 


55 


33./50,000 


. ■ 33,750,000 


100 


26.500,000 


25,148,492', 


• • . 95 


39,7*0,000 


39,29-1,326 


■99 


-44,750,000 


44,302,129 


99 


12,500,000 . 


\imm 


,100 


48.000,000 . 


■ 48,000,000 


lOO 
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Tf LE XX^touad 



: Mim>es^..,.'/.... 

. Missoori. 

• Montana ^. 

f^tebraska 

Nev^ ... 

New Hampshiif . 

Newieraey ^. 

H&H Mexico 

' PtewYofk 

fteftli Caroii^... 

North Dakota.... 

Ohio 

^ pkiahop' 

Ofegofl..:.: 

Pennsylvania...... 

Rhode Island.'.... 
\ S(Xi«i Carolina.;. 

SCiith Dakota..... 
'Terines^ee 

Teps 

.Utah 

femoflt.^ 

Virginia 

* .Washingtoa 

'•West Virginia 

f Wisconsin 

Wyoming 









. 1 -.-^ 






f^f% APA AAA 

^ 68.250,000* 


^ 68,250,OW 


* • 1(K) 


AAA 

107,500,000^ , 


107,500,000 
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«A AAA AAA 

46.000,W)0 
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91 
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46,330,745 
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A *^ 1* A AAf^ 

8,750,(XKJ 
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.100 f 


• 18,250,000 


« A A ^ A A A A.^ 
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^ f iO0 
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90 
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13,5(X},(KX) 
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- 7.5M,(KK) 
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7,5{X},flOO 
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92 
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. 31J50,000 • 


■ IM , ♦ 


26,?5O,0OO 


nf F" ft ft/\iv 

25,750,CK)O ^ 
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13B,750,0{M} " 
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< A P A A A A*^ • 

10JM,000 


*100 


33,O(Ki,0(K) 


33,(W0,KK) 


100 


8,0A),iXX! 


8,0{K),0CK! 


/ 100 ' 


49,250,0{M) 


45.051121 


91 


143.5130,M0 


143,500,(KH) 


1(K) 


. 14,250,000 


14,250,000 


lUu 


• 5.500,000 


5,500,000 


100 


58,250,000 


56,147,827 


. 96' 


^1,500,000 • 


41,499,934 


lOO 


21,250,000 


21,250,000 


100 < 


54,000,000 


54,i»0,0{)O 


lOO 


4,500,000 


4,414,529, 
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, AIX>in^U)N SUBSIDY INFX)HAiAT10N 

. < • ** • 

(Appepdum to Child Welfare League Testimony) 

California^ 

MainteiE.ce subsidy iir California is for no more than 5 years for any Child; child 
can receiv^^btiidy (it's called Aid for Adaption of ChildrenJ for three years, and 
thut can bi^tend'ed for Iv^ more years. Subsidy maximum rate is equivalent to 
maximum r»te of foftt<;r care, ^ \ , 

Subsidy for medical n^s can b€;^'extended beyond the five year peribd, but only 
for special services (related to medical deedij praK*nt ai^time of ^option) up to age 

18 • * * ' 

There is eligibility requirements for adopting parents receiving sub«idy. State 
nyst detern^ine the amount of money needed, and the family's ability to meet need. 
■ There i» no flat income level requirt*ment; local county agenda develop own 
criteria^ . ' , 

Florida , ^ 

' The sul^idy law was passed three years ago, and became fully operative two ye^rs 
ago, * ' ' " 

Florida has no means t^t requirement for families receivmg a mamtenance or 

medical subsidy. - * r u • 

• Avernge income of farsiHes receiving types of subsidy: 
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Medical sub«idy : ! ^ 10 ^4 

Maintenance 8ubjid3t.....A - t ; ' Innlt 

Combination ^ tr/Tli 

Overall average income. ^ • ' 

For funding subsidy, tht? child's sUite To&ter care waintenance^yments goes with 
him into subsidized adoption; there is a small allocation ^specifically for Ynedica}* 
subsidy in the legisliition.' 

As of 12/31/78, 182 children were receiving subsidy on on-going basis. | 

Ckorf^ia - . ■ . - 

. Subsidy legislation was pas*ied in 1I^7H, y : r -t 

Income .scale for families to receive suteidy /or U>/7-78— Number m family, 
JncludinK adopted chiid:2, than $94J7; 8, lessttian $11582; 4,1^' than $14830; 5, 
less than $17484; ih lesfc?.than $1%02; and 7 or more, $24054 (no further mcrease for 
larger family). " ^ -j " 

Special needs subsidy are re!aa»d to income level (a^s is maintenan(;e subsidy), but 
there is some discretion allowed in of medical needs. 

.Mliintenance subsidy is limited ttrN^^i of reifular foster care raUs no hmita on 
medical subsidy. ' . 

As of April, 1978, at lc?iust 71 children were receiving subsidy: iyS receiving mamU*- 
nance suk^idy, 8 special needs siil^idy, and 5 both. 

Based on an on-going subsidy rate i which is at least $1.(H) k>ss than regular footer 
care rate), foster can» boarding rate, legal fees, age of child at date subsidy was 
completed, an average of $2,973 per child through his age «f 18 is saved by placing 
the child in subsidized adoptive, home rather than foster home, This comes to an 
anticipated ayerage total savings of $^5^,260 as the adopted child grows tomatunty. 
If child weiv to remain in care until age wl, the cosset effectiveness would Jncrease to 
$6,i)7i per child, and $2,(HK),r>45 in total sayings. ^ 

Th£*se could be considered' conservative savings es^timates for Illinois, given that, 
administrative overhead, medical expenses beyond that' 'directly related to child's 
iK'ing labeled hard to place, any t^lucatTonal or vocational expenses the State would' 
be covering were the child to remain in care- are not included in the cost effectivt^r' 
nt^ saving. ' 

Michigan 

1977 i^avingK of $(>r)(1.0(K) given 757 children under medical and/or support suUiidy 
(41f> sui)<x>rt subsidies ali;^e, 122 medictir subsidies alone; *M\) combinhtion) These 
figures art? biiseti on $1,718,087.20 total foster care placement costs, while sul^idies 
cost the State $1.07(),28H.0t) in U)77. . • ' r 

This is based on a conservative I'stimate for foster care rate; since toster care 
rates viiry in StaC^'S depending upc^n the age o£. the child ^nd nt»i*d8. The lowest ^ 
foster care rates were used to estimate the sii^vings from subsidised adoptions. 

State hiis no means feik eligibility retiuirfmer^t for adopting parents. " ' 

Subsidy maintenance frayme'nts aro not to exaH»d foster care rates. 

Minnesota . ^ , . ■ ■ , ' 

''New j^^ubsidy legislation is pi^nding— the legislation hiLs no family eligibility re- 
quirement^;; allows subsidy to travel with the cTiild out-of-state; allows for placement 
of ahiUi.in aubsidizcxi adoptive home which was formerly th^ foster home of child.^ 
without .s<njrch for non-jjubsidiztKi adoptive family. > 

A'Mudy carrit>d out in antif ination of new subsidy legislation estimatt*s an annual 
saVings.of * l^<,ril)0JM)O for children now in foster care who could Ix' placed li there 
, were subsidy through the age of IH. , ' , . , 

This was" bastxi on 1 978 cost figures for foster care costs and subsidy ctxsts. 

!Si\uv York ^ , « V 

For the current fiscal vear! 1978-7iK StateVHtimates an.aver:ige $1,700 |>er year 
ptT* child siivings due to moving child from foster care to subsidi;eed adoptive home 
nhis average incluxies maintenance, and time* !imitt>d sulTsidies) 

New York's income U^vel requiremenfs are~-Numb£'r in family, including adoptixl 
rhUxl 2 $i:i290- :i. 1^,882; 4, in.liii"); f), 22,771; 2^),r)!^^, and for each child in famiiv 
over family ',^i/e of ^) ^ $1,500 ty maximum gross income l$2(;,r)98) on above sched^ 

ule. ' . ' . " , 

If single parent head. $i^000 rno^e added to maxmuim gross -income on above 

schedule. ^, . , 

' There are no income level rfHjuirenients f6r handicapjxHi chiidriM) 
Mai^^t^nance subsidy is X^V't of faster care rate. 



HKSCKiPinON Of AOi:NCY 

Background information ' - ^ * • 

Rosemary Cottle m a voluntary social agency founded in 1920 to provide shelter 

to homeless teenage girls. The agency now provides residential treatment to &dlole#^ 

cent giris with serioiw emotional, beltayiorw and social profaieras. 
T^o&enmry ODttage serves girls, ages i3 to i^, who are residents of Xos Angeles and 

adjoining counties, on a non-»ectarian» interracial basis, Fanii4i^ of girlfi in 

dence are iiivoived in tlie prograin. 

ElU^ibilify \ : - • V 

Girls 4ire eligible for placement if: . 
Emotional, behavioral or social problems preclude living with their families or in 

a foeter home, and a smali^group setting is^appropriate. 
There is.sufHcieni intellectual capacity to attend public school! 
Roijemary Cottage cannot accept: / ^ 

Girls wh^ mjuire maximum supervision in a\:iofied setting. • 
Girls with severe physical disability or chronic illness requiring special medical 

facilities. - ^ « 

Emergency placements ^ " ^. * - 

Ort a space-ayailable basis' Rosemary Cottage, Inc., will provide temporary shelter 

to girls II? and up. . - 

Q)ntact (24 hours) 795-7218 and for a social' worker to determine if space is 

available^or noL (During off-hours professional staff Is available on-call). 

Referral^-rfees . ' . \ 

Referrals may be made by any social agency. Parents may apoly directly. Intake 
calls will be taken from 9:00 a.m. tg 4:00 p.m. Monday througi,i Friday. If auv intake 
social worker is not immediately available a return call will oe made no later tlv^n 
the following working day. Feet* are based on the famiiy*s abiJity to;^pay and on i| 
contractual baws with Los Angeli?s County^ . 

Pnjgrum - ' ■ ^ 

The Agency's progi-arh includes: - ^ 

"A structured group-living situation with suprvision by skilled child-care workers.- 
Intensive social work services to girls and their families. 

Planned discharge and after-care services in coop«ration wiUi the placing agency 
and the family. , 

Psychiatric and psychological consultation. 

Medical. and dental services. * 

Remedial and tutorial programs. 

Planned recreationf and social activities. / 

Girls placed at Rosemary Cottage attend the Pasadena or South Pai>adena Public 
Schools. The agency works closely with schools^ and other community rescAj rcc»s to 
provide an appropriate educational program. Girls in residence are encouraged to 
, develop social relationships in the community andto piirticipate in school activities. 

Faciiitieit ' . ' f . 

Th§ Agency's five facilities incl-udo: . 
■ Rosimiary Cottage, housing sixteen girls, ages 13 to 18, and supervisory staff. This 
site includes an outdoor rwreatipn area with volleyball and Uisketball courts us 
well as a classroom on-jjrounds. . , ,r j aj < 

' The Counseling Center, adjaceqt to the C'ottage houses Social Work and Admmis- 
trativc services. • A ^ j 

A residence for six girls ^nd house staff at 501) bouth Oakland Avenue in Pi^de- 

"^A residence 'for six giris and house staff at H)23 Fremont Avenue in South 

Pasadena. . . . , . , . . i.t o 

A runaway shelter housing up to six girls ivnd house stafi at b.i N. iionme m 

Pasadena. ' . ^ ' , . , , ' t r * i 

The girls generally livl? two to a btMiroom and have ample space for study, 

relaxation and play. » . * 

. Staff 

Rosemary Cottage s professsional sUiH' consist.s of Cimical ^iai Wortei-s, Child 
tire Workers, Education and Recreation s|H.»ciaUsts. 



RoseniAry CbtUigt? is financed through fees for service, donaticvfis, and tRe United 
Way. .It b licensed by the St4ite Department of Health, accredited by the Child 
Welfare League of. America., Inc. and a roemberf^bf California Association of Chil- 
drens Residential Centers. r . ^ 

Mr. DbwNEY. Mr. Rousselot? 

Mr. RoussELOT. I^r., Cohn, it is nice to see you. We appreciate 
your appearance and know of your' organization's good work in our 
State of California. ' 

We have to vote now. Do you -mind coming: back? 

Mr. Downey. W^ are goii^g to continue right tb(tough with the 
hearings. The chairman left, and he will be back, / 

Mr, RoussKLOT. He will be back? He vt^ent to vote? Well^^ will 
just ask mv question first, then. ' ' ^ 

You stOTe in yo£ir fuU statement, Mr. C!ohn, that because of 
Unfits imposed by proposition 13, Rc^mary Cottage has been 
unable tp develop what you call planned day-treatment services, 
and you feel they coulcj be provided at ie^ cost than what is known 
^as residential treatment. Is there anything in any of the bills 
before this subcomlmittee, which could improve that situation? 

Mr. CoHN. Certainly a title IV-B entitlement would provide some 
funding for this purpc^. The provisions for voluntary placements 
would also fr^e up some funds because at this particular point, 
Since in California ail placement is done by court action, we are 
handling some x^^untary placements using our own voluntary' dol- 
lars. As I say, if we could^ree those shifting it, theft we cduld 
develop some new program along theseT^nes. Title XX would also 
be a possibility for us. 

Mr. DdwNEY. Would the gentleman yield on, that point? I have a 
bill, H.ft. 2684, that addresses itself to what you were jyist piking 
about Would my bill help you in that regard in dealing with the 
voluntary placement? , . 

Mr. QoHN. Right.^ 

Mr. RoussELOT. Tguess I should go vote. 

Mr. Downey. I want you to hear more about their support for 
the things.I am doing- I hate to see you leave. 

Mr. RoussELOT. Do you have K) or 12, bills in? - 

Mr/ Downey. No; the voluntary placement I should 'point out is 
the one where, for valuntarily placed children, in the p^ist the 
requirement was for a court 6rd§r. What we are suggesting is 
giving money to the States and asking them to go back and take a 
look at those kids and help them, whether through Congressr^ian 
Brodhead's bill or the administration's billi 

Do you have any further questions? 

Mr, RoussELOT. Do you want to hang in here by yourself? 

Mr. Downey. Weil, I will stay here uiitil the chairman comes 
back. 

r have just a few questions. Could you elabojrate a little on the 
impact that limiting the training woulfi have on you in Californiii 
under title XX? C^uld you give us some idea of what the adminis-^ 
trat ion's prdposal would do to you and how it would affect you? 

Mr. CoHN, Ok, on this particular {K)int, there is very little title 
/OCX money in Califo^ia that is going to anything but the old 
^mandated services, An 'increase in training funds,- whether it be 
through title XX or through IV-B, Mr. Downey, would allow us 
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more latitude, particularly the nonprpfit agendas would have more^ 
latitude to train lihe staffs in implementing services. , 
#1 As kids are getting more and xxidce compresaed into ima system, 
^Ife are finding that-as we deinstitutionalize offenders on the one , 
side and have knocked off the nonmandated services on the bottom 
because of proposition 13 and other impacts, we are finding the 
. population that is being referred for services is much more dis- 
turbed and is requiring Wter trained staff and the training funds 
are not available to 'deal with this , compression which is coming in 
from both ends. 

Mr. Downey. I wanted, to ask a question about the cap, b^t here 
*. is our chairman.: I will go vote now. ^ ^ , 

Mr.'CoHN. Mr. Chainhaa, 1 had Tmished my stat«nent and was 
responding to^uestions. . it j- 

Mr. CoiJMAN. I think we will add Ms. Elynn to^r discussion. 
Ms. Flynn? . \ . - ) 

STATEMENT OF LAURIE FLYNN. PRESIDENT. NORTH ' 
AMfcmCAN COUNCIL ON ADOPTABLE CHILDREN 

Ms. Flynn. Mr. Chairma|i, my name is Laurie Flynn. Lam the 
president of the No^th American Council uin Adoptable Children. I 
am very pleased to be invited to present testimony today on twhalf 
of our organization. The North American Council is a broad-based 
citizen coalition whose primary gbal is' to help children find perma- 
nent, loving families. We have over 400 local chapters .ail across 

the United States. " ' ■ , ' ^ 

From the begihriingr, of, our existence, *we have focused concern on 

the needs of children who wait for an adopted family. All bur 
members believe these children can and should find homes, and we 
have come to this commitment 'largely because of our pers«nai 
experience in adopting children with special needs? I myself am the 
mother of 12 children, including seven adopted qhildren. Each of 
my children was considered hard to place because of ^me particu- 
lar circumstance or" condition. Two were born in institutions t| 
mentally retarded parents, and wera developmentally delayed, One 
has a rathfer serious speech problem requiring ongoing special ther- 

^^■^e have adopted two teenagers who presented severe emotional 
problems, which have required many hours of cbunselmg;and 

. family therapy. ^ , . -.^J * 

One of my adopted children, has. learning . difficulties. Another 
child is mildly hyperactiv«, yet nofte of these children has been 
considered a candidate for adoption subsidy ur to this point 

If you would like me to, I can describe them a little more fully or 
I can go on and leave that to the questioning, . 

Every week, members and officers in the North American Coun- 
cil receive inquiries from families interested in' adoptii>g children 
with special needs. We know there are families available for these 
■ youngsters and yet we are aware that many of these families 
cannot make the commitment to adopt a child with special medical 
or emotional conditions because of the/ enormous' financial burden 

that is entailed. ' ' , ^ *^ , , • , ^ w \a 

Children with special needs, as defined by this legislation, would 
include those'who are hard to place because of race, ethnic hen- 
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tage, "sibling relationship, age, "mental, or physical, or ernqtional 
^condition, or handicap. SUrely these very vulnerable children who 
have already l>een separated from their birth family deserve every 
effort that can be made to insure that they find love and security 
in) a permanent home oj* their own. ^ ^ 

^Passage of Federal jraoption subsidy affords us the unique oppor- 
tunity to spend less iiioney and to provide a far better service for 
children in need! The ^{orth American Coimcjji* therefore applauds 
the leadership effort seen here today to brin^jfour ^fiscal policy as a 
. nation into line with our stated nationar philosophy that children 
and families are to be protected and*strength6ned. 

Xhe passage of adoption subsidy legislation will in our belief 
remove one of the most significant barrier^ to permanen(^ ' for 
children existing today. ; * 

Many studies, which I think we have heard about th^ morning, 
have demonstrated that adoption subsidies ^re extremely cost effec- 
tive. Many States have estimated Jthat children who ^are Successful- 
ly placed for adoption with the help of a subsidy save tfe^ State and 
taxpayers literally millions of dollars over the years of their m|nor- / 
xty. Thousands of children have fourjd homes during the past / ' 
decade.with the* help of various State-supported subsidy programs. 

It is important to reaii2;e, however, that ?ilthough 45 States have 
^ enacted some form of subsidy legislationt many have not be^ *able 
to fully, implement it due to the lack of funds. In many cases, the - 
State legislation is quite . restrictive and hot many families are 
encouraged to apply for this financial assistance. Perhaps the most 
■ important consequence of adoption subsidy in the States has been 
to encourage foster parents to adopt children who h^ve been In 
^ their rare for 'years and have truly becom^ a member cf their 
foster family. v . 

This meane that the psyGhologica! parent ^can also become the 
^.ijegal guardian, pnd it assures the child's stability and security in a* 
honie that he has come to, call his own. Unfortunately, all too^ 
'many foster parents are unaware. oP the possibility of adopting 
their foster child. - ' - 

I believe that Federal support for adoption subsidy legislation 
will mfan a significant inci^ase in the number of, adopt iqns- by 
committed fester parents. * ' ' * . . 

The North American Council un Ac^optable Children does not 
believe that eligitylity for adoption subsidy should be based on any 
\ kind of a means test. Irt an adoption, the client is the indigent child 
for ^ whom the State has a^isumed parental re^unsibiiity. The subsi- 
dy should be conditional only upoi» the need of that child. No 
family should be asked to accept a lower standard of fiving in order 
te parent a child with special needs. 

tt is worth notmg again^the H£W model adoption subsidy law 
recommends agpiftst any means test as a basic disincentive to 
adaption. 

^The North -Americar)^ Counc;il is, pleased to find that proposed 
legislation Requires the States tp provide medical coverage for any 
condition which would make 'a child ► hard' to place. We would 
support the hope thnt States in many cases will nrOvide full medic- 
aid protection fdr the child. This in T^ritical in many cases where 



the adopting family's insurance policy will not cover the treatment 
of preexisting conditions in the adopted child. 

It would be a sad day when families and childreji are forced to' 
choose between good health care and the cai:e and security of an 
adoptive family. 

The North American Council is ' pleased to note that nonrecur- 
ring expenses borne by the adopting parents may be subsidized and 
that the rale that a search for nonsubsidized .adoption may be 
waived when such a waiver seems to be in the best interest of the 
child. Both of these jjrovisions make good sense to us and will 
increase interest inadi^tion by foster parents. . / 

The North American Council strpngly believes that to be effec- 
tive a Kederal subsidy pVogranv must state the ^principle that the 
Subsidy iS/ vested in i.he cbild^and goes with him into permahent 
placement, wherever that m3y be. Many States today will pVovidfe 
assignee only to families residing in their States for children who 
are me responsibility of that State, yet the increased use of adop- 
tion resource exchanges means ^hat workers and families are dis- 
covering children' from a wider area. 

Many times, especially for a very difficult placement, the search 
for parents may coyer several States or regions. If the child lives in 
one State and the family in another, very of&pn the subsidy is lofet 
to the child. Similarly, the family who ha|^»i^ertiried as suKsidy 
eligible, Mr. Chairman, may lose that refe^ice if they move otit of 
Stated Restrictions of this type Have costfcmany handicapped chil- 
dren the chance for a family of their own. 

It is our belief that no child's future^ should be limited by geo- 
graphic boutipyries*. 

It is also our position that subsidj^ payfnent should be extended 
beyond only the AFDC children to include also those children 
receiving benefits from social security (SSI). With these children, as . 
with the AFDC child, we seek to allow the cHiid to carry his 
Ftxieral support into adoplive placement. Thus, the money that Ivds 
#-been allocated for, the child in federally Supported foster home gare ^ 
would not become a disinjcentive to his permanent placement in 
adoption. ^ } ^ 

Ultir^ately, we should a^ a society channel our tax dollars into 
subsidized adoption for (lU children for whom adoption has been set 
as a goal, regardless of how that child came into public care. If the 
child has been waiting for a family because of his special needs, 
owe him the extra effort the subsidy recognizes. 

For many childi'fen Sjubsidy may provide the answ6r>fot' the most 
urgent need of all,*which is the need 'for the love and care of a 
family. 

Just as all kin^ of children are waiting for adoptidn, so, top, all 
kinds of families' and individuals are responding to the needs of 
children today. Adoption subsidy will helg to open up the prospect 
of adoption to families of every race and ethnic group. Thi^ i^ 
particularly crucial as minoritieJ* are over-represented in the foster 
care population and these children are ofteri the last to be placed 
. for adoption, Fa^milies* mwst be encouraged in their interest in* « 
children, yet our current systeiji often penalizes families if they 
choose to offer a permanent hqme to a waitmg child,^ 
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I h^ve briefly d^ribed the position of tihe North Ameriain 
Council' with regard to the legislation on adoption subsidy. We will 
request the opportunity to make written comments on some of the 
other areas covered by the various bills. ^ 

Mr. CoRMAN. Approximately how long will it be before, you 
submit your written statenlents? Can we expect them within 3 or 4 
days? ^ • 

Ms, FLYNNrYffes; indeed. ^ -v 

Mr, Gorman. All right. Then your entire statement, incluoing 
the written statements that you will submit, will appear at this 
point in the recorcT ^ 

[The^ prepared statement follows:] ' " * 

Statkmknt jov Laurie Flvnn^ Pi^KstDKNT of thk North Amsikican Council on 

AOOPTABLK Gi«LDRIiN 

I am pleased to be invited to present tetJtimony today, on behalf of the North 
American Council on Adoptable Cnildren. NACAC is a broad'based citizen coalition 
whose primary ^pal is to help childrien find permanent loving families. We heve 
over 40i) local chapters all across the United States, with a combined mem bqrehip of 
nearly 2().0(iO. From the beginning of our existence we have focused our concern on 
the needs of children who wait for an adoptive family. All.of H}ur memberis believe 
deeply that every child who needs a family can and should find one. We have.wtne 
to ihib commitment largely because of our personal experience io adopting children 
with special' needii. I am the motHervof 12, including 7 adopted children. Each of my 
children was considered *'hard to p]ace'^!;)i?c?ause of some particular circumstance or 
condition. Two were born in . institutiot^j^J.tb mentally retard^ parents and were 
developmentally delayed. One has h^>j^i|ier serious speech problei^, requirin^'aO" 
goihg special tlierapy. We haVe aooin^; two teenagers who preseKC«^ severe emo- 
tional problems which ' required many/K6urs*of counselling aii fanJily therapy ^ One 
of my adopted children has learning cii|!lcurtigfi, another has mildL hyperactivity and 
behavior problems. None of these children has been considered ^ candidate for 
adoption subsidy^he subject of my testimony tci^y. ... • „ . 

The NACAC offices receive several hundred inquiries each month from families 
inte^-ested in adoption of children with special ni?eds. We know that there are 
families for these youngsters, yet we are aware that many of the**e families canrfot 
make the commitment to adopt a child with" special medical or emotional needs 
because of the enormous financial Burden entailed. Children with special needs, as 
defined by the legislation, would include thc^ who are hard to. place because pf 
race, ethiiic heritage, sibling relationshipiage, mental, physical, or emotional condi- 
tion or handicap. Surely these v^ry vulnerable children; who have already been 
separated from their birth family, deserve every effort that can be made to 'insure 
that' they find love and security in a permanent home of their own. Passage Of 
federal adoption subsidy. affords us the .unique opportunity to spend les^ money and 
provide a far better ser\'ice for children in need. N'ACAG applaiids the efforts of 
Kepresentative BrodheaU, Hep. Miller and the Carter admimstration to bring our 
fiscal poliqy int^ line with our stated national policy: that 'children and families are 
to be protect4Hi and strengthened. The piissage of adoption 8ul»?idy legislation will 
remove one of the mOvSt significant bcirriers to permanence for children. NACAC 
membt^rs will join many other child advocates in working to bring about passage of 
this vital legislation in 1979^ the International Year of the C^hild. 

Many studies have demOnstratc^d that adoption subsidies are^ extremely cost- 
effective. Foster home care, is expensive, often exceeding $^i(>(K> per year per child. 
Of course, institutions are even more expt^isive. Several states have estimated that 
children who are successfully placfxi for adoption witli the help of subsidy, save the 
stiite and its' taxpayers millions of dollars over the years of their minority. Indeed, 
thousands of children have found hontes during the past decade with the help of 
state supported subsidy programs. It is im;x)rtant to reali/4.^ that although 4*S states 
have enacted smne form of subsidy legislation, many have not btn^rw-^le to fully 
impletnent it due to lack of funds. In many cai^ the ^jtate legislation is rc?strictive, 
and not many families are encouraged to apply for this financial assistance. 

Yet p)erhaps the most imfKirtant consequence of adoptiori subsidy has been to 
encoii*r£ige faster parents to adopt children who have been in their -care for years 
and who have truly 'become a member of the foster family Thfs means thjat the 
psychological pirent also becomes the legal guardian and a^uares the child stabil- 



\ . 195 % ^ 

ity and security in ihe home he has come to catl his ov/n. Unfortunately, al! too 
many fo*$ter parents^ are una>i'are of the pofi&ibility pf/adopting their fo^r child • • 
^hfecause the state funded progfiims are ^ten not well publicised or adequately 
funded. I believe that federal suppoft for adoption ^beidy will ipean a sigmfxcant 
increase in the number of adoj^ons by footer paren)6. 

NACAC does not believe that the eligibility for,-^doption subsidy shduld be baaed 
on a means test In an:adoption, the client m th^ndigent cHild, for whom the state 
has assumed the parental responsibility. The/subsidy should be qonditional . gnly 
upon th<* need of the child. No family should i>e asked to accept a lower standard of , 
living in order to parent a child with specif needs. If we are going to ha^ a means 
teat, NACAC is pleased to see that the cijt^rent %ur^ is 200% of meiian income. It 
is worth noting that the HEW Model ^^option Sutody Law recommends against 
ifny tneans test, as a basigjpiilincentjve to adoption. This is also the (^ficial NACAC * 
position. '/-^ ' 

The North Ameritan Coun^J is pleased to find that the proposed legislation 
requires the states to. proyide Medicaid coverage for any medical condition that 
would make a child ha;:d^ place.. We would support the hope that states will in 
many cases provide-ftfli, Medicaid prot^ion for the child. This is critical in the ^ 
many cases wj^re the families insurance- will not c^ver the^ treatment of pre- 
existing condttions in the child. Medicaid vesting will mean that children are not 
forced to choose between good health care and the care and security of an adoptive 
family: j 

We are pleased to find that non-recurring expenses borne by the adoptive panmts 
may be subsidized and that the rule that a search for non-subsidized adoption may 
be waived when such a waiver seems to be in the b^t interest of the child. Both of 
theee provisions make good sense and will increase interest in adoption by foster 
parents. « 

NACAC strongly believes that to be etl^ive a federal ^ulxsidy pn^ram must 
state the principle th^ the subsidy is in the child a^d goaj with him into 

permanent placement, wherever that may be. Today many stat<^ will provide 
assistance only to families residing. in |heir state for children who are the responsi- 
bility of the state. Yet t)\e increased use of adoption resource exchanges means that 
workers and families are 'discovering children from a wider area. Many times, 
specially for a very difficult placement, the search f«r parents may cover several 
stat4« or an entire region. . If the cliHd lives in one^tate and the family in another, 
ver>' often the subsidy is lost to the-child. Similarly, the family who has been 
certified as subsidy-eligible may lose that resoui^ce if tl^y move out of state. R^tric- 
tions of this type have cost many handicapped children ^a-£aJ»i^r^^heir own. No 
child's future should be limited by geographie-botmxraffiS. ^ . 

It is our position that subsidy, payments shtiuld be expanded beyond AFDC chil-, 
dren to include .also those children receiving benefits from Social Secority (SSI). 
With these children, with the AFDC child, we s^H^k to allow the child to carry his 
federal support into adoptiorf. Thus,Xhe money that,has bet^n allocated for the child 
tn federally supported foster home care would not become a disincentive to his 
permanent placement Irt adoption. Ultimately, we iihould <i« I a society chaimei our 
. tax dollars. into subsidiiied adoption for all children for whom adoption has been set 
as the goal regardlt?s8 of how the child came Uitd public care. If the child has b^n 
waiting fOr a family because of his special needs, we owe hi;n the extra effort that a 
subsidy provides. For many suiting children, subsidy may provide the answs^r to 
that mo6it urgent need— the need for the love and Caring of-a good family. » 

Juijt as all kinds of phildren are awaiting adoption, so too all kinds of families and . 
ipdividuuis are ret^ponding to the needs of children today. Adoption subsidies will . 
help open' up the prosix»ct of adoption to families of every, race and etfinic group. 
This Is particularly iTucial as tho^ minorities are over-rep^ented in the footer 
' care population and are -often the last to be placed for adoption. These families must 
be encouraged in their interest in children, yet our current system penalize them if 
they cho(^ to offer a ^rmanent home to a waiting child. * 

I ha'^e briertv described the position of the North American Council with regard 
to the^various pieces of child welfare legislation offering a plan for adoption subsidy. 
We will make comments? on some of the other issues covered by the bills in separate ^ 

• Written testimony. Again, I am joined 'by the thoCanands of I^ACAC meiVibers in ^ 
urging prompt consideration of these important measures which grqmise so much 
for so many neglected and lonely children. 1 cannot innij^ine an area of great^ 

■ priority for action. ^ r \ (' , . , 

• I would like to iflustrWe. the effect of adoption subsidy by citing sev^ul true 
examples of actual children who would not have l>een placed without the assistance 
of addption subsidy. All of these children and families are personal friertds. 
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Jessica, age 14 months, borrt to a drtig addictedt^iother. She has hydrocep 
severe condition. requiring special surgery at reg\/!ar intervals to relieve pre^ 
her brain. Jessica is also partially deaf and blind, the extent of her impaii^ent u§ 
^not fully dnown. She is develd^mentally delayed, behirtd her.chronogical age by 
.over one y.ear. Her family ha^ five 'other "children^ all aldopted, including one'^^'ho ia 
, also blind, Many thousands of dollars have bt*en expended to diagncKie ,4in^ treat 
Jessica*s many special needs. Her family has been able to concentrate fully on her 
. personal development and find her, in spite of the many problems, ajoy./) 

David, age 6 born w^dh a serious heart condition which has already neccesitated • 
one major opej:ation and will require at least one more before adolescence. David's 
family have two other biological children ancj the parents are^ of ri^od^t means. 
Their sons heart condition will not be caveiied by their njedical insurance as it is a 
pre-existing condition. Subsidy has made it .possible for David to hai^e; the best of 
medical care and a lovi!;}g family as vvell' 

Tina, now 1), was adopted four years ago after several, years in foster care. Her 
foster parents were getting old and found that they could no longer Sare for her 
special need^^^Tina is moderately retarded and confmed'to a wheelchair. Yet she is 
' capable of giving and riHx»iving love as her adoptive family has found.' Her cheerful 
prt*serifce lights up the lives of the rest of the family and adds joy to her school and 
* neighborhood. > ' 

^ JoIhi, age 12, has been in his adoptive home for two years and 'is doipg well. John 
is the victim of y^ars of fcx^ter placements and many serious physical problems, the [ 
most acute oi which Is juvenile diabetes. Afte^an intensive campaign, a permanent 
family was found who could help John grow to adulthood in security. Tjie expense l'\ 
of caring for John's medical needs was offset by sabsidy and medicaid. ^. 

Bradley who has many of the problems associated with albinism was a4ppted 
^ from a western state which couldn't allow subsidy pay qients to follow the child into 
his new home in Pennsylvania/ Bradley has made manv^^rips with, his family to 
specialists in Philadelphia seeking accurate diagnoses? treatment for his vision 
problems. The expense has been borne by the famtw who aefopted him. 'Th^*y 
already have six children and can ili-anbrd to pay tm? enormous biUs thai eye 
surgery might entail. , ' > - 

Tirrimjji/Cl^Tn with a cleft palate and hyperactivity/ has already had three oper- 
ations and pwill need years of specialized care and therapy. His adoptive family has 
been able to meet the expenses only by> living very frugally, .they have not taken a 
summer '^•acation for the three years that Timmy has been their son. Recently they 
were forced to Siiy no to a child who netnied orthopedic surgery fo^ a club foot 
b€*caUse they felt that they could not afford a second medically handicappcKi, child. 
This family is in the upper income range and are- not eligible for subsidy under the 
laws of their state. 

Tracy, rtx^ently adopttni at the age of H), has a rare facial deformity which is 
correc^rbie through' surgery. The adoptive family was not inforijied of the possii^ility f 
of a subsidized adoption for many months. Yet Tracy will obviuusly bi* more confi- 
dent and self assured when her facial abnormalities are correct ini. 
^Ji These .and countless other c^ises.il lust rate the humane gcxxi sim.se and desireabi- 
iity of* federal subsidy. There are thpusandS;,of other children, who will rixiuin^ . . 
stipix)rt and professKinal assistance tci V^akt^ the transition to an bdoptive fan)ily ; ; 
successfully. Almost all of the children now coming Into adoption have been in 
S4»veral other homes. They have no trust for adultvS and have had their confidence in 
them.selves broljcn many times. It will take intensive therapy to enable (lit^si* 
* youngsters ^itid their^ new familit^s to form the bond of love and trUBt that is 
essential for a happy and pi^oductivo aduithixxd, - We inu^t alwayfe remember that 
these children, crippled by lack of lave as they cert^uirly are, >^ill conu^day' become 
parents the^nselves. The quality of their experiences will jar^ely deter mwie their , 
ability to give to children of their own. 

• .Adoption subsidy is obviously cost efftHrtive,- It can make the critical differt^oce for 
many children who are waiting for permanent homes. It has, far mo;*e lasting effects 

^ if through the use of subsidized placement,' we can help to break the tragic cycle of 
disrupted families and displaced chiSp*^. PtHjple who' have known st^curity ynd^ 
stabiJity are much more likely-^ to- 1k» able tO' offer to others in later life. Adoption' 
trul>^dcK>s huWd families, and f^r ^a»nerations to come. * 
Thl» North American C.'ouncil on AdofHable Children* is grateful for the op|.>ortuni- 

■ ty to prestmt testimony today on the neod for ft^eral adoption aubsidy. We stand 
r(^a®Jo help the Congress in its effort to assure that our most vulnerable children 
haVethe Ixmefit ol every possible resource as we f>t*4»k to provide them with the 
home and family we U'lieve is the birthright of Kery child. 
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Mr. CtoRMAN. I just have to tell you, Ms. Fl3ain, I think you have 
something that cannot be bought with Federal, State, or countjr 
dollars; and that is compassion. Perhafjs if we oouid assist with the 
financial 'needs, we could find more i^ple like you to supply that 
necessary ingredient of compassion, and a lot of children would be 
better off. V i ♦ -f 

Mr. Pierce. Mr. Chairman, in that regard/I just wan!^ to tell 
you we knew you had to go vote, but we were sorry you mii^ our 
gratitude for your lea(!hirship on these issues during the last Con- 
gress und the dedication you have shown by moving this legislation 
now. We would qlso likfe to offer a simple suggestion tor ybur 
markup tomorrow, arid that is that«Mr. Brodhead s bill is very nice 
and well crafted. You have had it longer than the administration's 
bill, and Mr. Dowjiey has a nice bill which would amend it. 
' In the interest of tinie, if you would just like to re^h - Mr, 
Brodhead'S bilL as amended by Mr. Downey's bill, I think that ^ 
would be real nice. ' ' ^ ■' 

Mr'. CoRMAN. That makes some sense to me. 1 thank this panel 
very much for your contribution. I esifecially thank you, Ms. Flynn, 
for not just your testimony but for the dedication you have given. 
Thank you all very much. 

I have an agreement with Tip O'Neill. He nev^r keeps me wait- 
ing and I never keep his son waiting. 

We are pleased to welcome to the subcommittee today Thomas P. 
I O'Neill III^ Lieutenant Sovempr, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 
on behalf of the National Governors Association. 

I must say we have had from your State tremendous help in 
winding our way through some very complex problem^.. We wel- 
colne you to this subcommittee. * 

STATEMENT OF LT. GOV. THOMAS ^P. (VnEILL III, STATE OF 
MASSACHUSEITS, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL GOVER- 
NOKS* ASSOCIATION . 

Mr. O'Neiu.. You are very kind. I appreciate Ihat, Mr. Chair- ; 
man. ^ * 
^ I have a lengthy statement which wasi prepared to i>e given 
before your committee. Why don't I just submit it for th^ recoj-d? 
< X Mr. Coi^mjN. \Vithout c^je<j:ti6ri, it >6^ill appear? in full in the 
[ record, and you may summarise il if you wish. ■. ' ' ' . 

Mr. O'Neili.. Fine. First of all, I would like to thank you and the ^- 
committee for the amount of work they have done, for the atten- 
tion they have paid in increasing the level of title XX. We think it 
tremendously important, "we'' being the Nationir Governors' Asso- 
ciation^ for whom I am speaking today, ' / 

Instead of talking in general terms about title XX^ what I would 
lilf^ to do is talk about some of the child welfare issues before both 
you and the suteommittee today. ' * 

The Governors' Association has pot taken a position on changing 
the formula for aliocating funds. It is, however, a primary concern 
in my^tate. I am talking about those funds dealing with child 
welfare and adoptive care and for foster care. 

Each year, the funding remains constant. Massachusetts loses 
approximately^one-half million dollars because our relative share 
of our St^ite's population is declining, but yet the population in 
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need of social services in States^ like my ow^, Mr. Chairman, is 
forever increiising. * * ^ 

Sinc^ title . XX mandates that 50 percent of the services} be deliv- 
ered to those receiving medicaid, SSI, aYid AFDC, it makes sense to 
include each State's share of these groujKj in the allocation formic 
la, and we Vould hope that you, as a group, that you and your 
committee would see fit to do so. v * . 

I would like to rtfske Mention about thej training cap in the 
corresponding legislation. The NGA is very q^naerned over the 
administration's propdbed i3^p on t;tle XX training. T;tle XX has * 
encouraged States to redirect their social services, programs to 
develop systems that reflect t^e needs of all of oar citizens* At the 
same^ time and a^ part of the overall social services elYoir/ the 
States have been attempting to move. people out of jarge institu- 
tions into more appropriate community-based care. 

States have also been attempting to improve ^beir management 
and their reporting systems\A critical tool for accomplishing all of 
these objectives is the ability of States to train, retrain, and redi: 
rect personnel'. 

The NGA has ui^ed the Department of HEW to rewrite their; 
training regulations to encourage better and mor^ effective train- 
ing at the lowest cost. During the last year in particular the 
National Governors Associatioo has sup^wted efforts to allow pri- 
vate, nonprofit agencies to offer training services to all the States. 
It also makes sense to^ provide training to the staff to administer 
social services programs. ' 

We 'believe that these and other modifications would enable 
State governments to develop comprehensive training programs 
that would have a rnultiplier effect in improved management and 
in followthrough in delivery of services. ♦ 

Now, the administration has proposed capping State tVaining 
fpnds at 3 percent of each Staters title XX allotments. Basically 
what that does in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts is, that 
while we»are anticipating spending in excess of $9 million with a 
cap of 8 percent, that would reduc^ us to a level of approximately . 
$2.7 million, and that \kpii\d have detrimental effects on the train- 
ing program in the Comhionwealth of Massachusetts. 

Mr: CokM^r0owhri\^ may f interrupt you at this point? We 
are not going to win on all points of contention with the adminis- 
tration and' I am just trying to decide oh our priorities. What if we 
.said there would be a 3 piH'ent cap at the 75-25 level.-and another^ 
* 3 percent cap at the 50-50 level, would that ease your problems? i 
' thought we ought to try to leave some Hexibility. 

Mr. O'^^^AhL, i understand that,' and I understand the consider- 
ations both you' and the committee are thinking^ about as you 
consider ^he total congressional process, sb in a word, yes, it would. 
I mighi iilf^y hold myself aside and say Lam not speaking for the 
National Governors' Association when I say that. " . 

Mr. CoKMAN, I fully understand and appreciate that very much: 

Mr. O'Neii.l. ok. Lc>t me into child welfare services, -if 
might, for just a second. In May of 1977 this subcommittee devel- 
oped landmark legislation. House bi.U 7200, which rema^iis a model 
Tor good child welfare and adoption subsidy legislation^ I would like 
to address a few of the issues included in tfie fegisiation. 



• *'f*irst, tKte FederaF child welfare program ^ould be fuily fundi^i 
at-ite*authorized level and converted to an entitlement program to 
insure cbrttinuity of funding. Second, the-Natioijal Governor's Asso^ 
ciatioi^ suppb"r^s the concentration of new money c^n ^rvices de- 
Signed to, strengthen families and prevent placement in footer 
homes. Anyonp with child welfare experienoa knows the da|igers of" 
I^ng-terni foster' Care. Used aj^ro^Triately, foster care is"& valuable ^ 
resource, but too oft^n it is really the first line of nothing §1^ fe^t ^ 
defense! ■ \^ . • * • , . \ 

Many States, including my b\vn State,* have recc^ized tlje need 
to provide "more suppdfitive • and preventive family service and to 
ibrm\ilat?e perniani^ut plans for those akeady in Foster care^ but ^' 
with good' fntentions and limited money, -it means progress will 
corae very slowly to a , halt.^ . / ' ^ ' " » 

' yhe fulLfuntiing of -title IV-B will boost 'thc^ efforts by providj^ 
itig badly needed funds to r^lve family proble^ns ^without remov- 
ing the children. H.R. 7200. also created a process that will protect . - , 
the long-term care of children. ' ' . , 

' Thelitis some risk the biU might require more of the States than 
^ the funds available, can deliver, however. The NGA endox^ legis- 
lation that would establish -a subsidy prc^am to facilitate the 
adoption of so-called hdrd to place children. Provisions offered by 
Mr. Brodhead in his legislation, -1291, would appear to offer the 
most comprehensive program. Such a program has been very sue- . 
cessful in Massac^ u&tts- Our program has found adoptive parents' 
-for over 650 children ^ith' serious medical and emotaonal problems,'^ - 
including such illnesses or problems as ce^^bral palsy, Downe's 
Syndrome^ anci blindness, - * . - 

V^Recfen^ly a^ubsidy allowed to a child tern, without sweat glands 
helped him tDlfmd a permanent home. The parents had to, install 
aiMonditioning"^ k^p the temperature at a constant 72 degrees 
year round*. Since many of these children require-special medical 
and educational programs, our program would continue the jsubsi- 
- di^ until age. 21, wKer^ and when necessary. ' ' . 

The NGA supix>rts legislation to change the Federal funding for / 
foster care under, title IV-A, and include reimbursements for adop- 
tion subsidies for AFDC eligible cKildren. -f ' ' 

In addition, reimbursement for foster care or adoption subsidies ^ 
for AFDC eligibles should be made for children voluntarily placed . 

by parents. ' ' . ' * 

The requirement of courf adjudication is contrary to gwd child 

welfere practice. ' ^ ^ / 

While the safety and the Welfare of many children sometimes 
; requires Court intervention; the final incentives to adjudicate place- 
ments may already tempt States to bring families tj) cpurt unneces- 

sarily.' ^ t ■ ■ ' " 

Last year, both the Senate bill and the admiriistratioji's proposal 

placed a cap on IV-A reimbursements for. foster care. The cap ' 

derived from each State's payment- during a base year.', 
The proposal wais intended to deter States from . placing children ^ : 

in foster care. Whiie l agree with the intention of -the cap, I feel 
, the<^peciric provision's were misdirected for .the following reasons. ..^ 
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Any cap based on the amount q£ expenditnarra is unfair. Rates for 
fosler care vary widely ampng all the Sjtat^, Inflation afone rather 
than caseload growth will devour yearly adjustments. .« ^ 

If Umits have to be 'set, they should be based on the number of 
children ^receiving foster care and hot on the amount, of money 
a<?ailable. ' - ' • ^ 

Secorld, limits* based on base care figures^do not autoraaticaily ^ 
reflect legitimate ri^. Thirty-two percent or 2,900 of my State's 
children in foster care are eligible for AFDC. The courts have 
determined that 1,900 of these kids need foster care. The remaining. 
1,000 children were |)laced' voluntarily. The limit shoUld not allcSW' 
Voluntary placements if they are to be eligible for distance at all. 

If a limit is to be established, it 'should be determined independ- 
ent of current iexperience and reflect a need, for foster care aniong 
low-income chil^en. A percentage of each^ State's AFDC caseload 
on number of ^ cfhil^jren and families below the AFDC standard 
would, be mof e appropriate. It will not penalize sites affected by 
rate, increases, infhition, and population shifts. It will also be iftore^ 
sensitive to State revisions in* their own juvenile cod^ to deinstitu-' 
tionalize offenders and. State efforts to reach more ^abused 'and 
neglected children in a followthrough pi;ogram. 

Finally, the paradox between capping title XX training programs 
and requiririg a heavier concefttfation on child welfare service to^ 
prevent foster care placement is striking. Every day child welfare* 
workers face pressures to resolve family crisis by removing the^ 
^ child. The pressure come§ -from the .courts, it comes from the 
schools, the. community, and sometimes even the parents. It re- 
quires extensive training to calm the immediate crisis and work ; 
with the family problems with, the child in the home. It is incon- 
sistent to expect States to improve the preventive focus of their . 
gervices sfndireduce the funds necessary to do it. 

So, in conclusion, the subcommittee has consistently demonstrat- 
ed support for far-reaching child welfare legislation. The Gover- 
nors' Association, is pleiised with the priority you have given it thi^ 

year. ^ I ' 

If there is anything we can do^ and I am taikinj? sfx^cifically for 
^he NGA, in' helping you through this entire process you .are look- 
ing forward to, we would be more than happy to do so. Thank you. 
• [Th^ prepared, statem&nt follows:] 

. ' Staxkmknt PK Lt. (k)v. Tua'^^s P. O N^-riLK HI. Commonwkai.th ok 
MAisSACiui.H^rn's, on Blhai.k or-rn?: Nation aj. Uov^knoks* Ass^k tatioi^ 

M-r, ('t^airman, rmmibi^r'Si of the iyaLK:uitimiUui.*. I am pleased to hfte today on 
bt^haif of the National X}otTnors''A?kSot*iaJion. The Issues of Child Welfare Services 
ancf Title XX are not new, you hcive actt^d favorably in thLs an-a in the jKUst. 
Unfortunately, tiie exeellen't legbhiticm yOu refx>rUvi liV'^t yi'«r, H.H. 72(HI. and ii.H. 
1-297:^, faile<i "UH:auiU' uf delays m the Senate. We are therefor*' even mori^|^|^rruHi 
,.-thiin ever that legislation b<^'enacli'd a-s ,sf>on as jxis^ible this year -tij^^^^r 01s 
' have only IncreastKi with time, , . * . % zn m 

The Goyernors have very pctivi? m their .supjwrt fur iitie XX and < nild 

Welfare Services legislation. This year in ar^ effort to focus even mure attentiop on. 
these" Critical matters. thefCtOverfinn^ established a spx^cial .subcommitttH^ under the 
(^jmmittet*- on Human Relscjurces at their winter meeting to .siKH'incaliy at " 

social services issues. Under the leadership of (JoveW)r John ( arlln of Kansas, this 
panel will ht.> f^'eting next, week to discuss |A*nd]nKTef,nslatton and the outcome of 
your deliberations. • V • 
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"Even though thi« subcommittee has jtot)«A<^n formed, the Nationa^lovemora; . 
AsMociatioti has a long r6a>rdWf t^U^«ity and poftitions r^arding theiitueft before 
you. . . , s . 

* * ' ^ ^ TITLE XX . ' ' ■ 

T^'o years ago<we testified, along with a numberyof other organizations, urgi^g.an 
increcuie* in the Title XX fumding level Last year we again caime before you po 
support legislation y^ou later endorsed which would have rai^ the Titt^ XX perma- 
nent entiticment Veiling over a three-year period- In addition, t^t bUI would have . . 
improved <he overall planning and ifiiniini^tration of the prc^am. 

Unfortunately, the Senate cho^ not to^ act am H,R. 12)73. The ii^uitin^tempo- 
rary incre^ to. $2.9 billion ha^i left stat^ confused a& they prepare for next year.r 
'Mast state? are wey along, if not^nished, develbpin^j their fiscal year 1980 compre- ^ 
. hensive annual services plans not knowing whether the^ bear a W percent cut in 
federal participation: This predic^nient coqi^ at a time of serious inflation and. 
increasing.. demand, particularly for protective services fgr children where improved 
reii^rting requirements have resulted in mUshK>oming child abuse caseloac^ TKe 
Administration hast now endorsed the $'4.3 trillion ceiijisig? Even level fun*ding, if 
inflation maintains its current pace, will bring a real' (Urease in service in fiscal 
year 1980. In addition, the Administration proposed addil^ adtUt shelter care as an, 
allowable expense. While this ma ki^ programmatic sensS, it is diHipult to under-^y 
stand how this much needed change can fci* supported when on-going^programs may 
havi»^to be cut because of intt^ition. 

Above all elt^% this yearly uncertainty over funding levels is hindering our Overall 
social service effSrt, Quick Congressional resolution is needed at leasi to support tlie 
$400 millipn in jeopardy. ' ^ 

We are also pleased to support efforts to provide additional funding to offset fii^ 
effects of inflation and to perhaps provide modesj increase:^ to meet growing de^\' 
ma njds for services. ' • ' * 

Tliere aro a number of otKer Title XX issu^ which this subcommittee has eitjjer 
acted upon in the past or is being asked to consider by the Administration. Of 
particulaf concern to the Governors is the passage of logislatiof] whiclf would: 

Provide for multDyear planning, for Title XX at the'stat^' option so that planning 
for social s4»rvices may he more effective. Many states \]^^ve biennial budget ^cles 
and an elTective citizen particif>atiou effort is oiten difficult uhd^ the constraints of 
a 12-month cycle; * ^ 

EstabiLsh a sefKirate ent it letnent for. the territoi^es and the 'Northern Mariamas 
and ensufp.that as the overall Title XX ceiling increases, funding for these jurisdic- 
tions increas^^s proportionately; and ' . 

Make permanent the authority established under Public Law 94-4^1 tb an«# tax 
cretiits and reimburse day care providers for »the salaries of Welfare recipients. 
. :The Governors' Association has not taken ^a position on changing the formula for ^ 
allocating funds. It/ is, however, a primary concern in my state. Each year the 
funding remains c«/rfstant, Massachusetts loses half a million dollars because our 
relative share of the country's population declines. Yet the population in need of 
social servjces increases dramatically, . 

(>ur day care costs have increased from $1G.5 million in fiscal year I97&t to $37.5 
million in fiscal year* 19^0. . . a ' 

People 'in our mental hospitals and ^h^ols for the retarded are being placed in 
wmmunit^^.proK^ams and recpiving social services. The number of elderly citizens 
ri>quirLnf^ home care grows larger each year. 

Re^wrts on abusi»djfnd lie^lected children are running over 1,200 per month, and 
200 new prot<K:tive service stijff were added last year. ^ . ' ' 0 

The state spcmds far more than we wilj ever claim i/ider our ceiling. The need for 
service grows tbougb our relative share of the nation's population declines. 
" Since Title XX mandates that 50 percent of the service*/ Ife de|.ivt? red to those 
rectMving Mt^dicaid, SSI and* A FIX", k makes sense ta inckide each .|?.tate's share of . 
these grouj^ in the allocation formula. * ' \ ' ' 

TRAINING CAP * ' ■ 

' . The NGA fs very cpncerne<i over tlie Administration s proposed cap on Title XX 
training. Title XX has encouraged states td redirect their social services programs 
to develop systems that reflect the neiKis of their citi^ens. At the same time; and as 
part of the overall social services effort, states have b<H?n attempting to move people 
o*ut'Of large institutj<)n8 into more appropriate community based care. States have " 
also lx?en attempting to improve their management and reporting s>^tem& A criti- ^ 
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cal tool for accori!pi,ishing all,of tKesje objectives is' the ability of states to train, 
retrain and redirect personnel.* • . . . . • i 

The NGA has urged the Department of HEW to rewrite their training regulations , 
• to eneouraaorbetter and more effective training at the lowest cosfcf During the last 
year in mrticular, the NGA has supported efforts to allow private nonprofit agen- 
cies to offer Itaining' services to states. It alsot maicets- sense to provide training to 
staff whti administer social -:«fc'rvfce programs. We believe that these and gther 
modifications would enable states to develop coinprehemiive training prc^rama that 
would have a "multiplier" effect in .improved management and deUvery of services 
. Now the Administration, has prop^ capping state training fbnds at 3 percent ol ^ 
each state's Title XX allotment. • ' • . • , « 

The proposiil has not been supported by any program;matic sationale. Even the 
budgetary arguments ^re not persuasive since reimbursemMits have incre^ to 
S7(i miUioir. just a $Hi million increase since fiscal year 197b. WhJe the concern . 
over potential growth in a small but unlimited program is justified, the ^lution is 
f not The vast majority of present spending is shared by a small number of statM. A • 
;i percent cap will mean a l<^'of $(?-7 million to Massachusetts, a 75 percent drop 
from our proiected reimbursement for fisqfil vear 1980. P \ „ ^ 

We feel the issue merits further review to^devise a hmit that is iair, and refiecta 
the L'oais of the proRram. But legislative action should be delayed ... ^ " 
In short, if makes no sen.se to, spend" nearly $3 billion and not provide adequ«te 
training to make surev the nioney'is well spent. 

, ^ , CHlrt) WtM.FARK SKKVirES ^ 1 J | • 

Early in 1977, the NGA s Committee on Human Resources, endorsed a scriiTof 
imDrbvemenUs in child welfare servioes and foster care. They also called for pa*age 
^f a federal adoption sub:.idy program modeled after th.^ Pf^J'^ "^ffnT^h^ 
%everSj states. Similar positions were adopted by the Children s Defense Fund. The 
National Association For Retarded Citizens and others. The need for these changes 

"n Mav"ori»77!*^rhis subcommittee developed landmark legislation—H.R. 7200. . 
That bill remains a model , for gotd child welfare services/afToption subsidy leg^la- 
tion We are therefore pleased that similiSV legislation has bee ri introduced this 
Congrcs-s bv Mr. Bro<lhead and others. One of NGA's priorities is the passage oi 
good child welfare services/adoption subsidy legislation this s<^i.O"v? t'OnR'^'. 

I would like to talk about u few of the issues addressed m "R . . 

First' the fwJerul child wefhkre program should be fully funded at its authorized 
level" and converted to an entSk'tnent program to assure continuity of tunding.^ 

Second the N(? A supports the^wn'^'^"^''^^'"" o*" ^'^^'^ 
to strengthen families and preventVa'.-eme"^ Foster homes. Anyonf«vith child 
welfare exix-rience knows the dangen; of l«ys,term fcwter care Used app^^nately. 
foster care is a valuable resource. Too often, it s the iirst hne of defense. 

Many states, including my own state of MasHachus«-tt«, hav^- recogni.^d the need 
to^r^ide mo e sup|H)rtive and preventive family st.rviccn., and .formulaU. perma- 
„em plans for tlu«;*- already in. foster care^ But good intentions and limited money 
mean orotjress will come very slowly ' ', _ , ' . ,• .^.i ' j j 

The ful funding of Title iV-B will boost' thos«- efforts by P':fy'd'£'gb^dly needed 
" funds to resolve fiimily problems witFioUt removing the children HR '-iW also 
created a pnK-es.s that would protect (}ie. long term needs of Children. Although, 
then- Is (unccrn that the, bill would have rtn^uirt-d more of the states than the funds 

''''Sflsr'A^intniS^^^^ is hopi-f\il that legislation to establish a subsidy program 
v« to fw-ilitat*. the adaption of scK'all^xJ ■'hard-tMace" children will P^issed by 
Cm gre>.s this year. 'Hiis tyjR- of effort has Uvn very succes«lul in Massaqhusett-s. ^ 

program has found adoptive parents f»r a^O childreo w.th,^riou8 medical or 
emnth^na! nroblcms including cerebral palsy, spina bifida, I>own s byndrome, deaf- 

subsidy allowed a child borr^iihout sweat .lands to 
- Sa perrLnent home, the parents had to install air clnditiomn^' to kei-p the^ • 
emp^nLre a coil«tant 72 degr^s year round. Sineij many * those children require 
HfKCmrnuJd.cLl and t^ucational programs, our program c^itmues subsidies until 

• "^The nJ-T. thS^e, sumn-rts leg.slatam to change the fcKierai funding for fcpter 
r-ire under Titie IV -A and include reimbursements for adoption subsidies lor AHX- 
tebk children, h. addition, roimburstnhent fur foster care or adoption subsidies . 
ISKIx'-i. ig.hio children should made for chiJdrerL voluntarily ffla^ed by their 
'■■■■■^'SJrits or guardian. The requirement of court adjudication -is contrary to good child,, 
SrV pract e. While the .iifety and welfare of many ch^ldrcn sometmu^ requires 
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court intervention, the financial mcentivefi to at^udicate' pU^oemaat* n^y lan^ 
states to bring familiee to cxnirt unnecewiarily. 

Last ytjar both the Senate bill and the Administration s proposal pkKJed a cap on 
IV-A reimbuntement* for foeter car©. As. the di«:ui»iom of this cap progre«s»a, thft 
rationale of an incentive tp lower csm load was umd, and is being iiaed, by the 
Administration in it«. recently introduced legislation. ^ . . - . ^ 

That argument appeaiu to have 'a great (teal of merit— under certain circum- 
stanim Tbe currfent Administration pnopoSal would raise tte amount <^ m<mey g 
state could spend under its foster care program by 30 percent in fiacai year 1980 
over ail fisc^ year 1978 ba^. If (X»ts only'roee by inflation over that two-year 
period it is assumed th^i there would be lem than a 30 pen^nt increase m costik 
The Administration bili w^uld then allow st^t^ to transfer their temaining ^dt-* 
ment to their Title IVr-B program to fund more services. • ; ' / 

There are hpweyer a Clumber of pn*lefas 'which need to be iddreesed with any 

^^he^^Tm^r issue is the ba^ from which the ''cap" is figured. Since current 
law dom not allow for voluntarily placed children to be eligiBle for* APDC foster 
care, it is impossible to be sure how many children fwfai AFDC-eligible families are 
currently in foster care. If under the proposal submitted by the Administration such 
children* would be iJligible, the case load in. a number, of ^Wes would iacrease 

dramatically. ^ ^ t * , . 

If limits are to be set, they should be ba#ed on the number of children receiving 
foeter cafe, not the amount of expenditure. 

For eitample, thirty-two percent of 2,900 of my staters children in foster care are 
eligible for AFDC. The courts have determined that l.SKW of theee kids need foster 
care The remaining 1000 children were placed, voluntarily .Th6 limit should not 
ignore voluntary placements, if they are to be eligible for asefatance. ^ 

If a limit is to be established, it should be determined independent of current 
experience and r^»flect the need for foster c^re among low income .children. A 
per^ntage of each site's AFDC caseload or. number of ehildren in families below 
the AFDC standard would be more appropriate. ^ ^ 

The second nwyor issue is future unforseen increases in costs that would be 
greater than the increasing cap. Tb^ include among othefrs: inflation, rate in- 
creases, population shifts and caseload growth due to improved reporting of Inci- 
dents of child abuse. J II ^ 11 ui rf 

The cumulative effect of any number.of these, factors and other uncontrollables 
could quickly wipe out a 30 percent increase over the two-year period fiscal year 
1978-80 und the 10 percent increases proposed after that by the i^dministration. 

One possible solution however to the proStems of trying to provide an incentive to 
control caseload growth while at the same time eiisuring continuity of fundic^ and 
appropriate 'treatment of children in of foster care is the inclusion §f a strong 
and clearly defined provision by ^which the Secretary of HEW could waive a state 
cap for any given year for iegitims^te reasons such as those outlined above. Such a 
provision, if well drafted, could allow for the exceptional coses while not deletmg 
the positive aspectii of a cap that allow states to move exc^ funds into their IV-B 

. programs. . . . . j - - 

Finally the paradox between capping Title XX training prc^ams and requinng a 
heavier concentration on Child welfare* service to prevent foeter care placement is 
spiking. Everyday, child welfare workers face pressure?^ to r^^lve family crisis by 
removing the child. The pressure comes from the courts, schools, the community 
iind sometimes even parents. It requires s^tensive training to calm the immediate 
crisis and work w*ith family problems with the child in the home. It ijs inconsistent 
to expect states to improve the preventive focus of their services and reduce the 
fHnds neces^ry to do it. > " /, , j . ^ r r 

Irt conclusion, the subcommit^ has eo^siiitofitly demonstrated its sjipport tor tar- 
reaching child welfare legislation. The Govefno?^' Association is pleased with the 
priority you have given it this year, t look fdrwurd tp early passa|je by the Ho^^^ 
and more timely consideration in the Senate. l»4}iis "The Year of the Uiiid, this 
landmark legislation will place us squai^ly behind family unity, stabihty* and 
per,man^nt adoptive homed' ibr children who need them, ^ 

Thank ydu. ^ \ , > 

Mr G!oRMAK. We thank you very much. We appreciate that offer. 
You have be^n kind enough to have extended i% in the past If we 
ctoild just have you concentrate on the Senate, because I think you 
will have the support in the House. ^ ' , ' 

Mr. O'N^iiiLL. I will take your word for it. Thank you. ^ 

J 45-883 0 -79-14 ^ ' L' 5 ' • 
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Mr. 'CoRA^j.^^tw next witnesses are Mr. Gerald Berge and Mr. 
Crregqry Cqfr- Wi^uid you come forward? 
We" will take a 5-minute tecess at this point. ' ^ 
"[Whereupon, a brief recess Was" taken.] 

• Mr, Gorman, The subcommittee* wiH reconvene. Mr. Bei^e and 
Mr, Coler, I am pleased to Welcome you to the Subcommittee. You 
. may proceed. > 

Mr. Coi^. Thank you,*I will try and summarize ipy testimony in 
8 minutes or so^ ' ^ * \ . - 

Mr. Gorman. Without objection, the full statement wili^appfear in 
tiie record: ^ - 

STATEMENTS CMC, GERALD BERGE, ifcEGlQNAL DIRECTOR, MIL- 
WAUKEE REGION, DIVISION OF COMMUNITY SERVICES, WIS- 
CONSIN DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES; 
AND. GREOORY COLER, DIRECrTOR, ILLINOIS, DEPARTMENT 
OF CHILDREN AND FAMILY SERVICES, BOTH ON BEHytfLPOF 
THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE PUBLIC WELF^VRE AD- 
^MINISTRATORS > ' ' ! 

Mr. CoL^R. Mr. Chairman and members d£ the subcommittee, m># 

name is Gregory Coler. I am director^of the Ilhnois Department of 
Children and Family Services^and chairman of the National Coun- 
cil of State Public 'Welfare Administrators' Committee on Social 
Services. I am here to give testimony on their behgji'. 

My colleague is Gerald Berge, regional director or the Division of 
^Community Services ,within the Wisconsin Department of Health 
and Social Services. We are pieced ^y this opportunity to share 
with you our viev^s c^n Foster care, adaption assistance, and \itles 
IV-B and XX social services.^ 

We want to express our sincere appreciation x)f your leadership, 
advocacy, and tenacious determination to assure that responsible, 
legislation is enacted around publicly funded services. We know 
that you, the members of .this subcommittee, and your staff, have 
over the past 2 years struggled with many of the hard ^ issues 
involved in social services for vulnerable groups and individuals. 

You have framed responsive legislation and have secured its 
passage in the House, and you ha^d kept these issues ali^e pi) the 
congressional agenda in 'opmpetition with better publicized and 
better understocxi probierni related to energy, inflation, and taxes. 
We know something aboyt how,>dif'riGult that endeavor can be, and 
assure you we will do our best to help your efforts succeed in 1979. 

Our positions on this leg4slatio,n are on record in publiihed hear- 
ings before this subcommittee in May of 1977, .and before the 
Senate Finance Conimitteeii;i hearings held in July that year. We 
will therefore toiich only upon major points of those positions, as 
. they relate to legislation reintroduced in the House and prepared 
fbr introduction by the administration. 

We support the creation of a new part E under Social Security 
ActJ^itle IV to authorize a program of Federal assistance to States 
for foster care and, adopt jpn^^Jssistance, replacing the existing sec- 
tion '408 of title IV-A, and to include new State administrative 
plan r^Hiuirements- to assure effective admini^tj'ation 'of the prch 
granl • 



\- We support the provision of voluntary placement ^authoritv 
unjier jitie IV, including a court -or irfdependent admmistrative^ 
review of th^se placeipents conducted within 6 months to det^- 
mine the appropriateness of the placement, and what actions 
shouid be tsL^en to SQCure perm&^giic^ for the child, 

W6* support amendments to*provwe that smali public institutions 
with 25 children or fewer may qualify *for reimbursemeijt fo| foster 
care maintenance i^yments so as to make possible more group 
home and residential treatment confer^ placements; - ^ 

We support the design of mechanism to provide due process 
protection for- children placed in outK)f-home care, for biological 
parents and for foster p^reftts. 

- ' In 1977,-the council took the position that there should be tio cap 
on Federal financial participation in the co^ts of njaintaining a 
child ift foster -care, within the tfederaUy assisted' AFDC program. 
State -Gdministnators believed that Jhe proposed action to close off 
this Federal aid was precipitous, arid unsound, > . * 

Wheo the councirs' Social Service^ Committee met in February 
1979, to review positions previously adopted on title XX and child 
welfare services legislation, the committee recommended a review 
of theii* position on a foster care cap. The action is to be related to 
the administration's new proposal, when it becomes generally 
available. We expect our committee will perform this review in the 
near future. In the meantim^,^ there are , cautionary notes that 
shouid be heeded: 

The administration should determine whether cap proposals 
would leave room to agcommodate Federal matching for voluntary 
placements under authority available under the qew part E, or 
whether the ceiling proposed would prevent States from claimihg 
reimbursement under this important change. 

For example, States whose policy for foster care servifces require 
that voluntary placements be utilized wherever appropriate, mther 
than court adjudication fof every foster care case, would not have 
fiscal year- 1978 exWiditures for AFDC foster care covering volun- 
tary placements. Tmte could make their ^^ase year for the foster 
care ceiling unrealistically low. | 

Since under present law AFDC funds may not be utilized for a 
voluntary placement — even when the child is otherwise eligible for 
AFDC foster care matching— such Stat^ would be spending State 
and local funds exclusively, or using them in combination with title 
IV-B funds. In neither case would these ongoing expenditures be 
considered in any base year chosen for a cap on Federal financial 
participation in foster care payments; 

If a ceiling is placed on Federal payments for foster c^jre, and if 
for the above cause or any other reason States have not claimed 
proper reimbursement under IV-^, section 408/ or if states experi- 
ence unfoVeseen and unavoi4able increases in foster care costs—' 
Congress should authorise the Secfetary^to adjust the base year' 
and or expenditure levels, when specific cause could be shown by a 
State why this shouid be done, under criteria develop^ by the 
Secretary- 

The council has taken- the position that it would be particularly 
count^erproductive to cap administrative expenditjires, while rely- 
ing very, heavily on the development and implementation of admin- 
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istrative syetfrns to control foster care and keep States within the 
realm of reasonable expendi^res. In this regard, it may be noted 
t|iat failure* to perform specific administrative activities, -and fail- 
ure to have specific* administrative systems in place, would put a 
State **out of dbmpliance" with proposed part 5 State plan i^uire^ 

ments. ' / 

Yftt there exist no datd at HEW to shpw whether 30 percent of a 
Stage's allotment of proposedxnew<^itleJV-B funds would ^^ly ^ 
cover the costs of those mandaton^ administrative expenditurite, or 
*what percentage of those* costs would have\to be accommoaated 
under capped iidministrative expenditures for^new p|rt IV^E m 

soilie cases. * ^ I 

We 'question th§ reasoiJI for capping the aApinistration's 
* posed adpptioja assistance program. It is a fiscair| and programnia- 
tically.sound aRernative to impermanent foster care placeaienlvfor 
Children with special needs. Thfe reason for putting foster care and 
adoption assistance funds into a single account with a fixed ceiling 
may be desired |br accounting symmetry or simplicity, but it over- 
looks serious potentials for program distortion. 

If, for example, a State is unable for any reason to "live" within, 
a IV-E foster care and adoption assistance cap, then the broadly 
supported Federal adoption assistance program might be shut 
down in that State, along with FFP in foster care. This was not 
what the poiicym'akers who developed adoption assistance propos- 
als intended\sto do. • ' . , . . ^ i. 

We support proposed legislation to provide adoption assistance 
from Federal funds for AFDC-eligible. children who have special 
needs, such as a physical or mental handicap, being an "older" 
child or the member of a sibling group or of .a racial minority. 

Medicaid coverage for children with special nfeeds. Medicaid cov- 
erage should be mandatory for any medical condition that contrib- 
uted to the difficulty of placing a child with special needs . for 
adoption, and it' should continue as long as the condition persists. 
States should have the option of providing full medicafti' coverage 
for such children. ' ' - . 

We strongly support the conversion of title IV-B from its current 
status as a child. welfare services program subject to the annual 
"appropriations" process, and making it instead an entitlement 
program whose funding level could be planned for and relied upon 
by the States. This Was been an important objective of the council 
and the American Public Welfare Association over the past b 

years, . , . ■ • ^ 

We have supported and we qontinue^ to support the adm^n^tra- 
ticgi's proposals to' utilize phased increases in title IV-B funding to 
reach the full $266 million authorization, as a fiscal incentive for 
States to establish foster care information systems— including case 
load inventory, periodic case reviews, and mandtitory di^i^jsitibnal 
hearings— £is well as to assure due process protection for children^ 
biological parents, and foster parents. We believe this approach, in 
■ combination with the proposed State plan requirements under a 
new part E of title iV, is more workable, coSt cffectivg, and enforce- 
able than the foster care protection amendment^ to title IV-B 
which were passed by the House under H.R. 7200 in "977. 
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The* council has teen closeiy invoived with 'the travails and suc- 
cesses of titie XX since the early days of its legislative develppm^nt 
in 1973-74. have cbntirmously sought support for. proposals to y 
strengthen this statute and to irnprov^ regulatory' policy related to 
• jt . ■ . , ' • ' ' ' ^ 

In February this year, our Social SenlicM Committee develop^ a 
comprehensive ^et of reeomrftehdations for legislative and a^minis- 
tr^itive action to improve and strengthen title XX. These are at- < 
' tached to this statement as appendix t I witj mention only a few 
highlights and hope that you will refer to our written testimony as 
. you marksup your 1979 le^slative proposals for this program. We 
belifjve our recommendations are substantial and fortuitously 
timed. . • 'V . * 

We strongly urge that the current, temporary ceiling of $2,9 ^ 
billion ise. made permanent, and that for fiscal year 1980 this 
ceiling be permanently increased by an additional $300 million— an 
increase of approximately 9.4 j^rcent. Beginning with fiscal year " 
' 1981, we urge that a permanent funditig escalator ^ tied Jto the / 
Consumer Price Index he incorporated* within" the title XX statute 
in order to offset future inflation leases,. 

We recommend that there be- a set-aside from the total of any 
new, permanent funds provided for title XX in fiscal year 1980 and . 
, thereafte^~in the amount -of pecixaps 15 percent of those new 
funds— for title XX managen)ent improvement activities. 

We see .management improvement in the areas of planning, in- 
formation systems, and program evaluation as absolutely essential 
next step^ in the progress of title XX, if indeed it is to progress 
toward achievement of its potential for rationalizing s<j^ial service 
' systems. \^ do not believe this can happen without a set-aside of 
fund^ for these purposes. 

As you know, when funding resources are perceived to he par- 
ticularly limited, services 'to' persons who need them will take 
precedence over management-strengthening activity ev6ry time, 
even though these services, may be wasteful and inefficient because 
management is weak, or underdeveloped. 

This is a "Catch-22'' prbposjitioji. We cannot get^the substantial 
new funds we need to sustain and expand services without the solid 
data to justify those expenditures. We Cannot get the data because 
we n^ed to spend the funds for serviced " ) 

The President's budget for fiscal year 1980 announced that legis- ^ 
' lation "would be proposixl to cap titlo XX training funds *^t 3 per- 
cent of a State's title XX allocation, for whatever year it became 
. effective. The National Council of State Public Welfare Administra- 
tors unanimously opposes this legislation. If there is an area in 
which administrators of title XX programs are in perfect accord, it 
is in their support for stafi^ training and development as a key to 
better social jjervices delivery systems, and ti better quality of 
services delivered. , i . , w 

If such A ^"iP. arbitniTy and rigid as it is, is placed on title XX 
training exiHMiditures, then much-needed changes and improve- 
• ments in State and* loCal title XX training programs will become 
even more difficult to obtain. Here is a major training policy being 
proferred by the administration, with some panic, but no strong 
data behind it. We urge the meml)ers of this committee to require, 
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* instead, that the necessary facts^iyiaitf bfe g^hered by 

,HEW to support several diffepeJiTand acceptable policy options Jor 
future Federal financial parficipation in titleiXX training, 
V Mr. Chairman, we^ recognize that there ajre strongly competing 
demands at present for qiyte limited public funds available to all 
levels of government, local, State, and Federal. We know that not 
, all demands will be met, and ^^e realize that sontehow these riot so 
evenly matched teams -will have to work it ail out. 

Nevertheless, we'think that there come certain moments in time 
when one competing priority shoul^ be pushed ahead c^f others. 
This seems to us to' be the moment— and year— for pushing ahead 
very hard on ci\ild welfare services, foster care, adoption assist- 
'.•arice, and title XA improvements. , • - 

We hope the concerned, committees^ and a majority of Congress 
a^ee. , * ♦ ^ , 

Mr. COrman. Thank you ver;? much. Next, .Mr. Ber^^. 
Mr Bergel Thank you. i - ^ 

My name is <lerald Bei^e. I am the ^regional director for the 
' • ' Milwaukee region, Department of Health and Social Services, for . 
the State of Wisconsin, \ 

I would like to reiterate Mr. Coler's comments and express deep 
appreciation of the State pf Wisconsin and specifically our secre- 
tary, Don Percy, for the opportunity' to ^appear here today before 
you and be heard on this very important topic. I also have pre- 
pared a written statement thM is on file ^^ith the committee. " 
. I w«uld like to take a few minatas to hit a couple of high points, 
and Lwill restrict my comments exclusively to the title XX pro- 
gram itself ' 
Mr. Gorman. Your full statement will appear m the record at 

til iP point. ^ 
[The prepared statement and appendixes follow:] 

' Statkmbnt of GRKtiORV CoLii:K> DiKK(nx)R, lujNOis Depahtment of P hildrkn' and 
Family Sekvic^, and CHAiKMAif, S<>crAL Skhvicks Committkk, National Coun-^ 
ciL OF State PuBuc Wku-are AoMmisTKATORs . 

Mr Chairman and members of the Subcommittet\ my name is Gregory Coler I 
am Director of the Illinoifci Ek^p'artment of Children and Family Services, and Chair- 
man of the Nationarr^uncil of State Public Welfare Administrators Conimittei* an 
Social Si^rvices. I am here to give testimony on their behalf. 

My. colleague is (herald Berge, Regional Dir^^tor of the Division of Cx)mmunity 
Serviges within the WilscoDsin Department of Health and Social Services. We att* 
pleased by this op^jortunity to share with you our views on foster care, adoption 
assistance, and Trf4s IV-B and XX ^161 services. • 

These cryptic phrast^H- -IV-B and XX servic€.»ii--are convenient labels to defcicnt>t» 
'activities people undertake to protect and care for tlu>He in our mid>it who are 
helpless or vulnerafaie--and to assist other people in coping with personal problems 
and conditions that seriously inhibit their functioning. Social smrices have no agt^ 
' liniitatioTt^wor are they furnished only in one or anothet* 8^)ecifR: setting liuch as a 
hospital or school, they deal wfth some of the mo.st intractable and tragic of human 
failings. Khey are among the most difficult and challenging of the human services. 

For these reasons, we want to expref^s our sincere appreciation ot your leadership, 
advocacy and tenacious deternwnation to assure that responsible ie^slation is en- 
acted (u-ound publicly funded <R*rvifes. We know that you, the members of this 
•Subcommittee and you staff, have over the past two years stru^'gle<l with marly of 
the hard issues involved in s<Kial .st^rvices for vulnerable gro^p and individuals. 
You have framed res^yonsive legislation and have sei:urcxi it.^ p<issa^e in the Houst*. 
And you have kept thesf^ issues alive on the Congre^ional j({enda conuHaition 
with better-publici^L^^ and b<Hter- understood problems relqi^ to energy, inflation 
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ind taxes V We know something about how difficult that enSeayor can be, and assim? 
^ou vfe will do our best to help yo^r efforts succeed in 1979, ' \i ' 

iAs/ members of the Nationst'l u>uncil of State Public W^4fare Administrators we , 
approach the legislative proposals under consideration today with some history, too. ^ 

iTlU Council was" actively involved in 1977 in the development of tiie 6hild welfare 

'seK'ices initiative to increase funding for Titlft IV-B, to improve the foster care 
aervicefi systems and to establish a new, federally assisted adoption subsidy program 
for children with "special ne^ds.*' f . * . . 

We supported the efforts pf Congressional and other child welfare advocates to get • 
legislation that had. earlier bee!^ approved in different versions by both the Ho^use 
and Senate reconciled in conference between the two, before the close of the 95tli ^ . 
Congress. Like you, we were deeply disappointed when those efforts. failed->at tlte . 
very last moment. * ' • . ^ i 

^ Our positions oq this leginlation^are on record in published hearings before this '** . J 
Subcommittee in May of 1S77, and before the Senate Finance Committee in h^r- s J 
ing5j held in July that year. We will therefo^'e touch only upon ri^syor po^ts pf those 
position^, as they relate to Uegislation re-iatroduced in the House and pSbepafed for ^ 

^ introduction by the Administration. 4?* , 

NF.W PAHT E OK Tmi*: IV; l-XXSTKil CAHK AND AlX)^i0N ASSISTANCK. ' ' 

Propased Title IV-E: We support the creation of a new Part' S under Social 
Security Act Title IV to»authorize a program of fed^»ral assistance to slates foribster 
cartt and adoption a^istance, replacing the existing Section -408 of Title IV- A, and 
to include new state administrative plan requirements fb assure effective adminis- 
tratiop qJ' the program. \ ' , > 

• VJiunlary or Emergmcy Placements in Fmter Care: We support the provision of 
voluntaiy • placement authority under Title IV, including a court of^ndependent ; 
adrtiinistrative review of these placements conducted within six jnohths to deter- 
mine the appropriateness of the placement, and what actions should be taken to / 
secure permanency for the child. J ' 

Small Public In^titutiotis: We support amerfdments tt^ provide that small public 
institutions with lif/chiidren" or fewer may qualify for reiinbursement for foster care , . 
maintenance payments so as to make possible more group home and residential 
treatment center placements. 

Due Prixr^ss Protevticin: We support the design of mechanism to provide due 
process protection for children placed in out-of-home care, for biological parents and 
for foster j>a rents. - ... 

■'*Cap" on F(kHt^r Can' and Adoption Aiiaistance (including adniinisiratiiH^ c(x^ts) 
, under pmpiksed Pari IV-E: Ir^ 1977 the Council took the position that there should 
be no "cap" on federal fmancial participiition in the costs of maintaining a child in 
fostef care, within the ftKierally assisted AFDC program. State administrators'. be- 
lieved that the propased action, to close off this federal aid was pwipitous, and 
unsound. They also fe^t that H\Kh prppotsals should be precedtxi, in any event, by 
administrative actions tif the fedi^ra! ieVei: such as a thorough, document^ study by 
IIF^W of the appropriateness anid efficacy of putting a ceiling on fi*dcral contribu- 
tions to foster care as a device toireform the faster care system; or, a test of whether 
foster care and child welfare s€;r;vices program amendments would achieve fostef . 
care reform through incentives mtjH-e p<^ftive tKan **caps/' . / 

When the CouncHs Social St^rvif-es Committee met in February, 1979, to review 
p<xsition.s previously adoptiKi on Title XX and child welfart* si^rvices legislation, the 
Committee rwonimendi^d a review of their |X)silion on a foster care cap. The action ^ 
IS to Ik» related to the Administration's new propcxsal, when it becomes goneralty 
available. VJv exjHKrt our Committee twdl pi^rform this review in the" near future. In 
t^u> fm'ant inus thort* arc cautionary notes Umt aiiould be laeeded; 

Im/Kivt on Ncuj Vaiuntary Placenwfit Authority: The Administration should deter- 
mine* whether cap profKxsals would leave room to accomodate ft*dertri matching for ^ ' 
voluntary placements under authority-available under new Part E— or whether the 
ceiling pro^xj.sed would prevent static from claiming reimbursc^mertt under this 
important change: For example, staU^s whose policy for foster care services, require 
that voluntary placements be utilized wherever appropriate— rather than court 
adjudicotiun for every foster care case— woOld not have fiscal year 107S expimdi- 
tures for AFIX! fosteV care covering voluntary placements. This could make their 
ba.se year for the foster care ceiling unrealistic^lly land poiisibiy unworkably) low. ■ 
Since under prej^'nt law AFIX. funds may not be utiliit€*d for a voluntary place- 
ment even when the child in otherwise* eligible for AFDC faster care matching— 

such states would hi' s[)ending slate and local funds exclusively, or using them ifi 
combination with Title IV B funds. In neither casi» would these ongoing expendi- 




4 



210- • - . ^ 

Xmx^ be considered in any base year chcxien for a cap on federal finincial participa- 
tion in foster cart^ payments. . , ^ , 

Secretarial Authority to Adjust a- Qap: If a ceiling is placed on federal payments 
for foster care, and if for thv - above cause or any other reason stat^ have, not 
claimed proper reimbursement under IV-A Section, 408, or If stjates experience 
unforeseen and unavoidable increases in foster care cc^ts--Congret5s should author- 
ize the Secretary to adjust the base year and/or expenditure leiW^t when specific 
cause could be shown by a sUte why this ^houl^ be done, underx#iteria developed 
bv the -Secretary 

Cappitul Administrative Coatii for New Part Title tV: Thrt^ounC|] has takea the 
position that it would be particularly counter-prpductivS to cap^dmmistrative 
expenditures, while relying very heavily oq the development and implementation of 
administrative systems to control foster care and keep states within the realm of 
reasonable expenditures. In this regard, it may be noted that failure to perform 
specific administrative activitiesr and failure to have specific administrative systems 
in place would put a state "out of com|)liance" with proposed Part E state^plan 
requirements. Yet there exist no data, at' HEW U? show whether 30% of a states 
allotm^t of pror»osed new Title IV-B funds would fully cover the* costs of those 
mandattjVy administrative expenditures-^or what percentage of- those costs would 
* have tdjbe accommodate under '^capped" administrative expenditures for new Part 
^ IV-E in'some states. - , '{ c 

Capping the Adoption Assistance Program; What is- the rationale for cappuiK a 
proposed program deemed to be a fiscally and pro^rramatically s^und alternative to 
^'impermanent" fo«tep care placements for children with special needs? The reason 
for putting foster care and adoption assistance funds into a single account with a, 
fixed ceiling may be a daiired for accounting symmetry or simplicity, bujrjt over- 
looks' serious potentials for program distortion. If, for example, a state is fjto^e for 
any reason to "live" within a IV-E foster care and adoption assistance cap, then the 
broadly supported federal adoption assistance program might be shut down in that 
state, along with FFP in foster care. This wa.s not what the policy makers who 
developed adoption assistance proposals intended to do. , , 

Saving on Ct^sts: Adoption assistance for children with special needs, and preven- 
live and restoarative services for children who might othen^;ise enter or remam , 
needlessly long in foster c^re, are deemed to be socially cc^t-effective services at ' 
very least: They are sound policy. But that does not netessanly mean these services 
will by themselves translate into a deduction of total outlays for all of child weltare 
services program expenditures, whicfi are of course affected by numerous other 
conditions Therefore, we would be reluctant to recommend that a sound social 
service f)ol icy be promoted on the assumption of total progragn cost reductions, 
though savings within one or another specific activity may well be one of the 
desired outcomes of a policy change. 

Adaption Mu'^tance for Sikxiai AWsv We support proposed legislation to provide 
adoption assistance from federal funds for AFIX^-eligible children who have special 
needs, such as a physical or mental handicap, being an ''older ' child or the member 
ofa sibling group of of a racial minority. , ..^ ; \; ; u/« ■ 

Kligibilitv Criteria for Adoptii>e Parents of Children with Special Need.s: We 
suptx>rt incoml-related criteria for adoptive parents to participate m the propoiied 
program We think the upper limits* should relate to state median income but be 
generous enough to . accommodate nt>cessiiry special expi-nditures lor special needs 
children The amount of the assistance p^iyment should not exceed the fost^T tamily 
home maintenance* payment rate, re-adjustable to refiect changed circumstances in 
family income. Adoption assisUmce should include amounts* to cover the non-recur- 
rinL^ costs ass<x:iatt>d with adoptioTj. i u w 

Medicaid Cot'^^mge for Children with ^pecml NcecLs: Medicaid covei'age should be 
mandatory for any mtKiical condition that contributed ^o the difficulty of placing a 
child with special ne>txls for adoption, and it should contmue as long as the condition 
pcrsisti^. States siiuuld have the option of providing full Medicaid coverage for such 
children. 

AMKNilMKN'l'S 'n> TITLK iV B: CHn.D WKLFAKH SKKVICES 

Coni^n^um of IV-B to an ^titiernent l^y)grtimr We strongly support the conver- 
sion of Title IV-B from iLs current status as a child welfare services program 

\ subject to the annual "appropriations'^.proct^, arid making it instead an ^^^^titk- 
men! program whos^» funding level could be planned f6r and relied upon by the 
state*?. This has \yiH?n an important ohjiH:tives of the Council and the American 
Public Welf^ire Association over the past six years. 
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Two Part Phase^n of $266 miliion IV-B Entitlermnt: We have wipported.and we 
CQntinqe to support the Administration propoemla to Utilize phased increa^ in Title 
• IV-B fiitvlin^ to reach the full $266 niillion authoriia^on, as a fiscal incentive for 
states to ^tablish foster care information systems (including caseload inventory, 
periodic case revie>?s and mandatory dispositional hearings) as well as to assure due 
process protection for children, biolc^cal parents *dnd foster parents. We believe, 
this approach — in combination with the proposed state plan requirements under a 
new Part E of Title IV— is more workable, cost eiYective antf enforceable than the 
foster care protection amendments to Title IV-B which were passed by the House 
under H.R 7200 in 1977. • ' ' ^y^^ ^ 

■ ^ ^ XX amendments ' * r , 

The National Council of State Pubii(^WeIfare Administrators supported the yitle 
XX an^andments passed by the Ho\ise in H R/ 12973 last yes^. Thc^ included, 
permanent increases in the Title XX^ ceiling, a^multi-year planning option for the 
Title XX Comprehensive Annual Services Prc^ram <CASP) plan, extension of the 30- 
day emergency shelter authority to cover adults in need of protoctiorT as well as 
children, and a separate Title XX entitiemeut for the -U.S. Territories and Northern 
Marianas. , . . * • ^ • 

Again^ we Vere much disappointed when thaie amendments failed of enactment, 
in the final days of the 95th Congres«lt meant that state and local plans for 
program and mani^ement improvements had to be abandoned, or held in abeyance 
for another yeat-^r years. ^ 

The Council has been closely involved with the trvails and successes of Title XX 
since the early days of its legislative developAient in 1973-74. We have continuously 
sought support for proposals to strengthen this statute and to improve regulatory 

?Dlicy related to it. We have opposed some amendments that we felt would weaken 
itie XX. ^ . ' • 

In February this year, our«Social Service Committee developed a comprehensive 
set of recomtnendations for legislative and administrative action to improve and 
strengthen ptle XX. These are attached to this statement as Appendix I. I will 
mention only a few highlights and hope that you will refer to our written testimony 
as you mark up your 1979 legislative proposals for t;his jir^^am. We believe bur 
recommendations jare substantial and fortuitously timed. 

Permanent lncr ?uses in the IHtie XX Ceiling: We strongly urge that the current, 
temporary ceiling of $2.9 billion be made permanent, and that for FY 80 this ceiling 
be p>ernianently Increased by an additional $*^00 million— increase of approxi- 
mately 9.4 percent. Beginning with fiscal year 1981, we urge that a permanent 
funding escalator tied to the Q)nsumer Pric^ Index be incorporated within the Title 
XX statute in order to offset future inflation losses, , / . ' 

Maruigeniefit Imj:f>r)isement for THtie XX: We recommend that there be a ^'set- 
aside" from the total of any new, permanent funds provided for Title XX in fiscal 
year 1980 and thereafter— in the amount of perhaps 15 percent of those new 
funds^for Title XX management improvemeot activities for: comprehensive pro- 
gram planning, program monitoring, information systems development or improve- 
ment, and program evaluation. These set-aside funds should be available for Jisk-i- 
bution to states on the same population -based formula upon which the basicT^itle 
XX grant is allocated, provided that— as a pre-condition to receipt pf its allotted 
share— a state would have to meet criteria for management improvement^ activities 
established by the Secretary, in cohsultation with the states* Once having achieved 
levels of improvement that accord with such criteria^the state's share of the set- 
aside could revert to its basic Title XX allocation. I ' 

We «ee management impnj^ntefit in the ai'eas of planning, irrformation systems 
and program evaluation as absolutely essential next steps ih the progress of Title 
XX, if indeed it is to progress toward achievemient of its potential for rationali:^lng 
social services syste'Ins. We do not believe this can happen without a set-aside of 
funds for these Jjurposes. As you know, when funding resources are perceived to^be 
^jarticularly limited, services to persons who need them will take precedence over 
management-strengthening activity every time, even though these services may be 
wasteful and im^^Hlcient because maniigement is weak, or underdevelpped. This is a 
C4itch-2.S proposition. We cannot get tht» substantial new funds we need to sustain 
and expand services without the sojid data, to justify those expenditure. We cannot 
get the data because we need to spend the? fund* for services. 

Attached to this statemiL>nt as Appendix 11 is APWA s draft report on the Octobier^ 
1978 National Title XX Policy Symposium. This Sympt^ium/was designed to exam- 
ine Title XX s record and propose pa^i^hways for the future. The facts and rationale 



behind a number* of our recommendations are described in sopie detail in the 
Symposium n»port. ' s » ' , i. 

Title XXi 7Vfi{>u'/i^' inin(h: The 'iVesident's budget for FY 80 announced that 
legislation would be prqpased to cap Title it X training funds 3% of a state s Title 
XX allocation, for whatever year it became effecti^ve. The National Council of State 
. Public Welfare Administrators unanim.ou.sIy oppas<»s this legislation. If there is an 
^ area in which administrators* of Title XX programi? art^ ki perfect accord, it is m 
their support for stalT^raining ^nd development lis a key to better social services 
l^'delivery systems— and a betU»r quality Of services delivered, ^ \ - * 

.They agre^ as well that social services manpower training policy reflected m 
' Current Title XX regulations falls far short of meeting their needs; it has. in fact. 

prevx^qted suites from developing the' kindito^ training programs t)iaf wouid^ be 
, responsive to the unique features of'Title XJ^: . ^ ^ ^ - • -j- 

I£ such a cap— arbitrarv.and rigid' liS it is— is placed on- Title XX tramm^? exoendi^ 
tures, then mucH^ieeded changes and improvements in state* and Ipcal Title XX 
training prograrps 'wi*I beCQ^ne ^yen more difficult to obtain. Jlere is a major- 
training policy being^ proffered the Administration, with some panic'; but no 
strong daUi behind it. Wo urge fciiQ members of this Committee to require; m stead; . 
that the necessiiry fact^j and information be gathered by liEW to support several 
dilTereni and acceptable policy options for fut^u^ federal financial participatioa in 
Title XX training. , ' ' , . ' ' . . 

Mr Chairman, we recognize that^here are strongly competing demartds at pri:>s- 
cnt for ijuite limitiHi public funds available to all levels of go\;ernment— local, st^te 
'and fi-derai, Wc know that no all demands will be met. And, we realize that ' 
somehow these not -so-iWniy matched teams will have to work it all out 

Neverthek^ss ' we this*ii that there- come cerUiin moments m time when one 
competing , priority sfftHild be pushed 'ahead ^f others,*l^his seisms to us to be the 
moment ---and v(?^r - for pushing ahead very- hard on child welfare services, fostei^ 
care, adoption assistance and Title XX improvements. ^ - 
We ho|>e the concerned Committees and a majority 6f Congress agree, , 

!M7^/a.Fr.lSI,ATlVK AUKNUA >X>H TlTLf! XX, TYYLE JV-U, Ki^TKH CMiK AND AIXIITRJN 
' ' , ' ' ASSiSTANCK 

'tUnanmiously approved, as amended, by the NCSPWA February Ifi, \im.\ 

* 

■ nrr-K XX rs^UK^ n:nTKMSi . . 

/, Funding incmi.se for title XX iiennces 

Ririnnmmdations - a. Amend title XX to make f^Tnianent the current .tempo- 
' rarv cetlinh' of .$2.9 billion. ' / i 

h For fiscal year U^HO, increase the ceihng pt^rmanentiy by lui additional >.^iHJ 
rniliion. (up Ju $.1 2 bilHunV-an increase' of approximately \)A pefa^nt over the 

current temfK)niry celling. - , t xci^r j,, j ,i a f 

c From the total of tiew ^lermanent funds provider! tor H) and thereafter, set 
•iside IT) iKTCent for state maoagement improvement activities in the areas ot 
comprehensive planning, program numitoring, information systems devvUH^ment or 
improvement, and program evaluation activities. These si't-iuside funds shall b€* 
avaihible for distribution to .states on the siune j)opulation bas^xi fc^nula uFX)n 
which the^)a6ic Title XX grants are pres4>ntly al](K-ated: provided that, as a pre- 
condition to rtveipt of it.^ allotttKi share, a state shall mtvt criteria for such mai^agt- 
nient improvement aetivities as established by the S€K:retary of HKW m consu4ta^ 
tion with the stati^s. Once having achieved levels of activity that accord with such 
criteria, the state's share of the set ^islde may revert to the states general Htie AA 
s<»rvices aHiKNttjon. ' , -t ^r +i vv 

d Beginnirrg in fiscal year ^H.^rmanently mcrease the ceilmg on i-itie AA 

(either in one lump suni or in increments) to recoup the $MH) million to §>H(K) miilion 
. rrosion of Title XX funds causi>d by inflation. In-twcK'n 197;^ and U^ / , ^ 

e Ik'ginning with ilscal war IDSI. incor|K>rate within the Title XX sta tut^i 
pcTmanenl funding escalator tied to the C\)nsun)er Pricr Indc^x to offset inflation 
loHses, ' 

J Cap i>n currvnt tnH^n-vnd titlv XX tnnmn^ funds 

'i Oppose an'allMnciusive rap. Kmirwmend .instead that a cap ihased upcui data 
develbtXHi bv HKW through a survey of current and firojectiKi needs) 1h' placed iUK>n 
Title XX traimng funds, but •.)nlv' foV traiiung other than m-sc^mce tninurtg ior 
public agency and provider |K«rsonnel.- This pro|X)sal would not exclude t^x^nrnditures 
tormdividuai employees to obtain higher degrees. 
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Multiyear plwimn^^ vp^S)n for title XX CASP (comprfhensive annual service 
prt^nm^ pkin ^ - * 

a. Reo^mm^d that Title be amended to provide states the optidn^for either si 
one-year, a two-year^ or a thrtH?*year planning cycle for Title XX. Kecommend that 
HEW seek amendments to other social service* programs (such as Older Americans 
Act and Rehabilitation Services Act prt^jrams) to jprovide the same one-, twfi-, and 
three-year options- for the sjate plan. - * . . 



4- Extension pf JO-day ^r^etgen^y shelter prvvist(^to adults 

Currently" Title XX authorize emergency shelter services, not tb exceed 30 daya; 
for the purpose of protective services to children. / 
jg#a. Recommend that current Title XX 3(Way emergency sheittr for children be 
extended by amendment to include adults. ; * * 

S.. Separate iitte XX Entitlermni for Territories md NortJ^ern Marianm 

While thet?ommittee did not discuss this^. Administration proposal on February 
14, due to oversight, the Council has previously approved recommenijBationa to 
provide fo^^a separati^ Title XX entitlenqient for Uie Territorial and the Northern 
Marianas. ■ ' 
a. Recommend that the Council reaHirqi its pluvious position on this point, 

6V Authority for reijuburaejitent of salaries of welfare recipients employed by child 
day cafe facilitieif ^ * , . 

' . Public Law 94^^401 authorized tax credits and authority to reimburse day care 
proviciers for the salaries of welfare recipients (up. to a maximum), utilizing Title 
XX funds. This authority expired on September 30,^ 1978. The Chairman of the 
Senate Finance Committee has iritrpdvced a bill to extend the authority retroac;tive 
* to9ct<^>r 1. 1978. ' ^ ' ^ 

a. Recommend that th,e authority to reimburse welfare recipients* salimes and to 
^utFiori^e tax credits for this purpose be made permanent. 

7. Annual report bcused mi Htle XX CASP pla^^ ' V 
,/ Prior to enactment of Public Law 93-647, the Title XX Statu^, Houst^'and Senate 
^- Conferees agreed delete 4 requirement that states publish an antluarr«*port based 
upon the anniiaUCASP plan. /Hie annual report was to have been an int^fr-al 
feature of the public accountability concept built into Titl^ XX. 
# a^X/ontingeiat upon en^jctment of the funding set-aside^ for management improve- 
. ments suggested in Recommendatictn No, 1-c above, recommend that, the Title XX 
statute be amended to require an annual report based upon the CA&P plan.' Tormat 
for this report 'shalj be, developed by the Secretary of HLW in consultation with the 
'.states.--* ■■ ^ ' 

^ Restriciior^jon donated fuflds _ 

Public Law 93-^M7 prohibits^lmbursement of expenditures made from donat^fcd 
jjrivate funds unless such funds are transferred to the State and lire under its 
administrative control, ia re donated to the State without r^trictions as to^use (other 
than restrictions ai to the services with respect 'u> which the funds are to be used 
impo^ by a donor who is not a sponsor ot operator of a prt^rani to provide those 
services^ or the geographic area in which the sc'ryices are to beiifJroyided). 

^ 0. Rt»commena that these t'estrictlons be deleted as they apply to ^pii^ donated by 
nonprofit organizations. 

R Title XK'i:rant aihx:aii0fi forntuia " ^ ^ ..^ * 

In'October of 11^72, Cx)n|^res8 amended the Social Security Act to place a ceiling of 
$2.5 billioh on federal oxpenditures for social services'^ programs under Titles I, X, 
IV- A; XIV, and SVL.Tha ceiling amendment ptbvixiedidr-aliptmenta to statles based 

. upon their n»lative -share* of total population for- the 50 states and the District of 
Golumbiai .^oth the ceiling aYsd the formula were carried into Title XX in 1975. 
Interest hi|S be*»n expressed in revising the Title XX allotment formula (for exam- 
ple, on th^^basis of populations "at risk''), 
a. Recommend that, the^ current Title XX population-based allocation formula be 

. retained without change. * 

10. Synchronuing the title CASP plan wit^_ t^ie St(^ budget proce&s 
Studies, conferences, and discussion^ centered on the effectiveness and crt?dibility 
^ of the CASP planning and public review process since its inception in 197^ indicate 
that one of several serious impediments to attaining tht^ oojectives has ^>oen in* 
incomp^tibilit}? of the CASP pr^'c^ (xis ret^ireii by the statute and .implementing 
regulatitms) with the state budget and decision-making processes related to services 



expenditurej*. One result is that both the CASP and thi^ review process have be^n 
as interesting^ but irrelevant. A multi-y^ar ptehaiiig,.option woaid reiieye irftich 
OTtthis problem, however additionalactioit^ghoula be ^c^^ . 

a. Recommend that HEW deveiop and propoee a Title XX iUn^idment to provide 
that the Secretary may waive^'CAbP procedural requirements (1) upon demonstra- 
tion by a state that such procedure only r(?pUcates.or adds to public participation 
and it»view procedures currently in eft'ect- in tlie «tate in connection with th&state's 
budget development and decision-making proc^ses. The ^Waiver wo^id Temein valid 
only so Jong us the req^ui&ite pnjcedures refhWn' in effect * ^ 

n. Reducinif the number of separate aocmi services related plans submitted to HEW 
* A major federal objective in the developipent and enapt;tient of THtle^ XX was to 
encourage cpmpreKensive planning for social , services. The existence in federal 
.statutes of separate state plan requirements for each of^veral m^or social services 
programs jointly financed by the states and the federal government CQnJStitutea a 
serious barrier to* comprehensive planniilJ The'Joint Funqing" Simplification Act of 
1974 was directed in part toward this uitoem (however, both the Older Americans 
and the liehabilitation SeiPvices Acts Have been excepted from the JFSA by acts of. 
Congress)^ 

a. Recommend that HEW develop a^d propose' a miiRdments to the* several sociM 
services programs which it administer to permit^ stat^ to apply for waiver of 
sepii rate state plan requirements for the purpose of integrating ;iuch%state plan (or 
plans) into a single stal<? plan of Services utilizing. Ti^Ie XX >as the vehicle. This 
would cut j)lanninK casts ai>^ provi^e/a .^rpng' assist to the objective of comprehen- 
sive planning for social services, f ' 

Publication of revision to Title XX trainihg. regulations, which contained . a 
number of imp<>rtant changes recommended by titate administrators, wjas anticipate 
ed in October 1978. Among spcK^ific proposals. being addressed in the draft revisions 
were (1) which agencies/inslitutioris/individuals may be reimbursed for providing 
training under Title XX, {2) what .is the minimum time requirement for '%hort- 
^ tehh" trainingv (:i> what ati^vities {such jnstitu^t^/seminars/con fere nces): qualify 
for f^ort-term training. and'N) wiUi maV be trained. ^ / . 

On tbe issues of wfio may- .b<» trained, states have strongly urgeiUthat traipiilg foe 
mani4gement4evei provider* personnel be' eligible' for reimbursemejit under Title XX. 
This position -is consi^ttmt with H^W's concern (and et^ually serious concern of 
statics) to ijlrengtnen m^page^nl in all major social welfare programs fco promote 
effective use of funds iuid to present or reduce fraud, waste, or error. More tieicibte 
training regulations are <*onyij?tent with evidence that some of the most significatit 
improven^f^nts in the quality ^f child care ^s^rviccs now being .sought througl; Feder- 
al Interagency Day ^^are K4>quiremcnts '^FIDC'K) must rely heavily ^upon strong.. 
{ruining programs for provider pi^^rm^mie^ and family day care givers. 

Additional exptmdltuft>s for training related -to. management ini^rovexnents litTect- 
thg ail \yOC'n\\ S4»rvices \iYi^ ncH^^p^Siiow and will continue to be nt»eded until a tim^b in 
t*ht»- future whicji no* oiu* presdht|? Isas the data to forecajst; sq also -will additional 
expi^nditur^'S ixrfcyuire^ tcrtrainway care provider i>ersonner{including care-takers 
and manj^crs). **r ' ' 

Nf»vertheless, controversylwithin thTlVdministraflfon (HKW/OMB) on budget con- 
trol issues has.delayL^i pubirmtion to date of the ncedt^d regulatory changes, I-n 
addition, the Administration pt:o|K)ying a cap on Title XX training that-wpuld, 
rtK(uire nniudion of ex]H»nditures in at least eleven stati*s in 1^71). ' , , 

a. RiVornnuMid that the Admimstratior^;i>p urgt^i to review its' training polk'y for 
internal Contradictiomi that undermine; efforts by the statt^ and &y HKW to im- 
prove the nuuiaf^enjonl iuid qualitv-of senvicei^ they administer 

\r. HtK*ommend that new Title )(X truining^ regulations assure that states have a 
choice of training ini^triimtvitdftities, of short-range training time ft-«m_es. and of 
which pi»nf^onnol shail 1h» tramedi - • ' , . , ' 

c; Hec-omniend that Title XX training tap insues [ye resolvt^i in accord with' 
■ Htx^ommendatioi'i No. 2 above, i . 

Title XX firuifwiii'l ^t4uii' , . 

A draft (Uiide for Foderai Financial J'artjcipation in Title XX was develpptHl 
within the Admi«istnKti(>n for Huhlic Si-rvices/OHHS nnd distributed for state com- 
nU^nts during November and Diwnih^^r WHH. B4>gional met^tings were also held on 
the subj^^-t. Comments, Iwih v^ritten and. verbal have rais4><i serious concern on 
i^fHTific issued and with the overnll efftK't of the guidelines as propost^d. U ss 
*'underi\t(KHi that the draft is btMng .substluUialiy revised. ; " 



a. Recommend that a revised draft for Title XX financial guidance.be msidgt 
available to all state*^ when completed, for a SOnday review, and comn^nt period 
prior to fmaiization,^ , 

. .Rl!XX)MMiiNDAT10NS tillLD WEL*'4RE SKRViCES: TlTtE rV-B, I-X^TilK CARE AND ADOPTION 
; V * / ASSiStANCK V . 

The Ck)uncirs Social Services Cotnmittee was acti\*ely involved in 1977 in the 
development of a m4^r*child welfare servic^ initiative involving increasing ^fund- 
Jrig for Title IV-B and conversion of, that pr£^ram,intO an'entSteinent,,iinprove- 
-tnents to the current foster care services system, and a** new federally^ assisted 
adoption subsidy projgram. Manv of the Councirs policy recommendations appeared 
in the bill introduced in the Summer of 1977 by the Administration under the 
number S. 191^. Within H,R, 7^ the Hou^e jpasi^ c^ild welfare service* amend- 
mehts which differed consider^ly from S, 1298; the Senate Finance Committee 
reported out child welfare service amendments which, witk. significant chaxu^^ 
incorporated parts of both S. 1928 and H.R 7200, . 

The Council adopted and subsequently reafHrmed, positions supporting; what were 
deemed to be the best features of each of the thre^ different bills, TTi^ positions 
are siimmari«?d in a oneroage fact sheet dated January 1978 entitleki '•National 
Council of State Public Welfare Administratorii* Social Services Committee Priority 
Issues in H.E, 7200.!; . . - - : • v , 

No" child welfare service initiative were enacted prior to the at^'oumiitient of 
Congress in Oct*?ber 1978» diiie in part tO the end-of-session pressMras and in part to 
controversy^ over a proposed cap on A^DC foster care maintenance payments. 

In 1979, child Welfare service amendments have be^n reintroduced in the House 
under RR, 1523— which is s replica of the amendments passed by the House in 
H.R. 7200— and HR. 1291» also identical in content tp H.R 7200 except that the, 
adoption subsidy provisions follow those approved by the S^ateJ^inance Committee 
and subeequeN^fy passed by th^ Senate. ' . . ' 

- a. Becommend that ©gain in 1979 the NCSPWA affirm- the posiUoi\i it approved < 
in 1977 and li^78» with J^artrcular emphiiis 6n its auppcwt for the "foster i^are 
protections" pi>ovi^Sed by.S. 1928, and fimi opposition to the "foster care protections'* 
passed by the Mouse in- il.R. 7200 and' replicated* in thea979 .biIU H,R 1291 and 
H.R 152:i. * " ' , . / ; ^ ^ . ^ .r. 

b. Recommend that the Social Services Com nHttee review the foster Care c6^>*ftssqe 
in Hgiit of the Administration's child welfare services proposal (expected to be 
unveiled in the near future) for 1979, and, if appropriate, develop alternatives. 

U:(T|i!5I^TIVE J'KC)Pl>SAli; ^X)R THE PHKVKNTION AND TREATMENTf OF DOMif:STiC VIOLENCE 

Legislation for - such a formula and discretionary grant program very nearly 
passed Congress in 1978; it failed largely because time ran out. Similar bilU are 
be;ng readied for the 96th Congress. Hearings on the issifes in the rvear future. 

a. Kecommend support for a .time-limited state grant prt^rani to be funded with 
100 percent federal funds' chuhnelied through a state agency designated by the 
governor fof further distribution to localities, including both public and private non- 
-profit agencies, un'tk^KspedlTications ^tablished by the states. . 

A!tachm€*nt- •* ; " . 

Dl.SCli^SlON RI^KUNDfNCJ INC*RKAJ:5E f-'OR TITLE XX SEHVi(»> 

Pei'nianent increases in the $2.5 billion Title XX ceilmg are needed in order lo ll) 
compeniJat4?. for inflatioh-caused lotises in j)Fogram dollai" values since 1972; (2) ktH?p 
4^ce with ongoing inflation; and/n^) allow for moderate planned 4)rogram eafpatision 
of innovation. Inflation-caused erottioh oi' the $2.5 billion Title XX funding authority 
between placement of the "cap'Mn 1972 and calendar year 1977 is estimated by. 
i^ome researchers to be jin amount ranging from $500 million to $800 million (tixat 
is, between 20-32 f)ercei'it for this period of. time)/ 

The tem|X)rary increase of $2^H) million (8 percent over the $2.5 billion permanent 
ceiling! enacted in September 197H under Public Law 94-'J0I, while earmarkeS for 
child d^y care, CQuld also be viewed as an offset for inilation during the period 
197(>-77. The ane*year adc^tion of another $2(K) million authori2ed by Congremsi in 
October 1978 (a 7.4 percent increase over the $2.7 billion authorizt^ by Public Law 
94-401) may compensate for inflation losses in 1978. If an additional $200 million 
inc^ea^*e In the ceiling-r-rfrom the current temporary $2.9 billion to $(11 bLLJion as 
recommended by the ilouse Ways and Means Public Assistance Subcommittee for 
incluHion in the Committee's legislative budget proposals for FY 8^1— is enacted,, 
such an increase would amqunt to a G.9 percent inflation offset, again permitting no 
program expansion or innovation. ^ , '\ ' . 
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' f n summarv" since the $2 5 billion ceili«ig was enacted in 1972. funds that would 
proviSrfoTSigmSf ex^nsi^n or innovation . on |». nationwide basjs l«ive not been 
SfJvSaKthS^h individual 8tiit«« spending ut'Iess thm ce.hng Iwve^had t^i . 
•oDtion) Those fundTadded in 1976 and lS7a (a total •f„$400 ipiihon atop the J^ . 
Son ceili^) haw aerved in effect to compensate for jnfiaUon m the past two-. 
t& y^A hTveZ7ta ««00 miUipn between the value of ; 

^■^^■^^'S^ <:eiUng>hpuld>. fT-^'^t addit^n. • 

ThrnnLl^art^oval of Droooscd Title Mx anlojidments a lowing for two-year planning , 
JyX.*LrHoSLS\Sf ^cognized in .1978 the d-ir^i^i^^f ^^^^^^ 

• planning. However, M hc^c yn^year-at-a-time increases in funding autho^ty negate 

" "^UZS rtSi^1h?Sro; predictabie'^nc^a^ to offset inflatipn by inde^; 
ipTSSXhaSttXi Se.^ice« Act programs in 1978^ A CPI^alator^ should be . , 
incoroorated ih the title' XX statute to ofiWt annual inflation losa^. ^ ^ 

ThK w dt4pUd agreement on .the need foY imprpved management df social 
seA^S irogrS p^rtkulariy in the are^ of LPTO?'S'i&^^^^ 
mation systems, and evaluatioji efforts, M^or federal Koal» ^f*": f 
Sunt^bUUrfor huw many dollars have been spent on which clienV groups, fo* - 
whT ourSi and with what effe?t; comprehensive planning to inchide needs- . . 
^nH^' JtSg and rationaj. r^^urcraUocation; improved s*!rvjCe deliVe^y 
: ^^^mSVvinot l^rn^al^^^^ and are not aikely to come about w^hout a sulv 
^ &TI inv^Sment ^federal, and state funds. Yet, there is liUle d.safeit^ment on 
fh^ S th^ S^^^ dollars for social services cannot easily (and . 

rirhS shoulcTnotfbe di^rt^ from i^-rvice^ to individuals to secure m Wmen . 
.pernapt. ^'^"^^^.^""^r^^Xi:^ u^, tfk? need. A St^t^itory set-astdo of tunds for 

, have done these things already; the fact is, mo«t haveot . ■ - ■ , . 

LBClkkATlVK ^r.EJWA iVR T1T1.K XX, TITLK iV-B,' K*1«K CARE. AND AiJOraoN 

J ^ll TtmSvftl but whih iSJortheless narrowly miswi i-noctrnTOt m 

. lunate Finance Committ^-V profiosais f^r, nmendments to.litle IV ii> t«>ier tart, 

current ' ;;W!^!P:'^*;:;;^^f ^li;^^^ a position that there should i^, noVW' 

J'o^tcr inn' ( I ni' V* (t ■ fostpr £~jrf maintenance under-Title 

on federal nnanci,',! participation ni I he "^^f ^ J^^.^.f^'^.f^ t^^^^^ «uch ' 

. action. On febi^uary U, l^h.l ,7* ^ issue in the liijht of foster c.lre ^ 

;:;:r^^ri;?\hndm^ 

' '''i^i'::::''^J^^I^^rn: ^.n^e Finance C:o.nmitUH. hiil is preferred in 
almost all instances over th« \^"''^\\''riZ-.H\un-H nrovided by S li!2H ariH^rerVi^d 

?^()(; ami ri.{51i«alf<i in tho l'.)71) bUls-H.R. \m and H.K. l.>2.< ^ 
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IVr-B MamUnanee of f^ffort: Hous« pjovisipii uj preferx^ <howiever, it coukJ bo 
L stigfcngthened U> indude federal f^ads dhiwn under TitJe XX with sUtd a^ 
vmatchingjv -t-g.. - ••; • ■ • > 

Voluntary Pldcemenis^rThe CounKi has supported amenAnenU to provide fYP for 
' yoiuntary pi»cemenU in foster c»e 4irider the AEDC program, S.^ 1928 provisions 
. are preferred over thr Houiie vj^tn ofH.R 7200. (The Finance Committee bill did 

not'change current iaw^requiring cokrt a4judication for all AEDC caals.) ^ 
, IV-B Matching Eqie: House' vmion of ft.R,.72CK) provided 100 percent federal 
fundjiog for IV-B. The Couhcit posjtipn* ca^I for DQxperceht or better. Senate Jl^ance 
* Coiiiimittee ver&ion and S. 1928 provided a 75'-25 percent match;' therefore, ^orfthis 
laau'e the House version m preferred. 

IV-B State J'hn Revmdm: S. 1928 piade relatively few ckangaj to Title IV-B plan 
requirements; bothrthe Houjse and Senate Fifiance Committee versions of H,R 7200 
made extensivtp cHangai, S. 1928 state "plan airiendments are preferred* 

Limitations on Utilisation of IV-S FMrui^: Senate Finance, Comipittee araend- 
fhent« to prohilpit utilization of new IV-B fuhck for f<^t^r care maintenaii^ pay- 
ments are ijreferred to the Ho^ version ;in H.R 7200. 

Ai'PKNDix II— NG5PWA T^iMONY,' March 27, 1979 . . 

" / ^ ' ^ ■ : TXTL£ XX ATTHECRC^KQADS ^ ' - ..- : ' • 

Report on the October 1978 National Title XX Policy Symposiumr Assessing Ihe 
V . Early Years, Pointing the Way Toward hnprpvement ' 

Notes a fid Refer^ficits ' ' • ' > 

1. This Report is in two parts: Part i is ^'Symposium; An Agenda for the Future.". 
Part Il'is "Service*: "Legislative Evoiufcjon in the Social Security Act" Part 1 consti- 
tutes the work product of Symposfum participants. It was derived from Symposium- 
recorders' repoijts on sortie 50 small-group cjiscussion seeaions.'' 'These reports" were 
hynth'esiz^ within *^working papers'^ by master recorders. The "working papers*' 
distilled the condefrhs, jproblems, §^neral agreements^ divergences and recommenda- 
tions voiced by Symposmm. participatits. Utilizing the ''working papers!' distilled the 
concerns* problems, general agreements, divergence* and recommenda^tions voiced 
by Syniposium participants. Utiliaing the "working papers" and their own experi- 
ence 6f the Symposium, an Executive. Review Panel met January 10-11, 197^ to 
identify conse^u^usi conflicting views, and m^jor themes emerging from these papers , 
an"d notes-. A small task force, frorh the £j^ecd|ive Ete\Hew Panel subsequen^tly met ' 

_twice to further synthesize the S^rppcjsium outcome and prgani^e a format for this* 
Report. ' ^ ' r 

2. Other than the Title XX statute (Public Law 93-647)J two reference documents 
only, are referred to in this Keport: « . , 

a. "Working Paper: Policy Issues under Title XX." The Urban Institute. Washini?-/ 
ton, D.C.,. December 1978. ' • ^ 

(This document i» a compilation^ of the "working'papers" written by" Sympc^iym 
master recorders: ^Tlanning for.Soci^il Services," by Tracey Field, the Urban Insti- 
tute; Thp Fmanci/g of Social Services, by Rhon£^ Millar, the Americlin Public 
Wellare Asspcmtion; The 'Organization and Managemeil pf Title XX," by Mark 
Battle. Howard University; "Service Delivery under Title XX?* by Cai^^ce Mueller, 
Hechl institute; "Title XX Roles and Responsibilities/' by David Racing American 
Public Welfare .Association; 'Title XX and Accountability," by 'Beryl A. Radin, 
University of Southern California,) 

•'b: "Social St^rvices— Feder;*! Legislation vg. State Imblementation." The Urban 
Institute, Washington, D,C., October 1!I78. . / ^ 

The Sympasium Report frequently draws dfxjn Urb4i\n Institute studies as the 
sourcx* of information or data. In eaclj case, the cited material waw extracted from 
thjM^bove document. . » 

y Title XX~with its flaws and fr titrations-- is still a program and process worthy 
-of 'renewed public support and-of strong etYorts *tq secure essential improvements. 

Title XX featurei; remain among the core elementsn)f,a rational, compreHenslve 
services planniiig and delivery systeni in tli^s riation * * 

Service delivery systems nationwide stand in ncxid of strengthening, Inadequate 
funding is at the center of a perceived crisis for Title XX services. - 

,The comprehensive nnrmai services program planning process has not fulfilled its 
designers\expectations for public accountability, public, participation, or services 
qoordination.' 
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0nderdeveioped state and local management capacity for implemenUng compre-, 
hensiv-e planniivg, evaluation, prt^ram and financial reoorting aystemi if. now a 
serious barrier to attainment ol' TiUe XX 8ervi«« and management t^jtective^ 

The federal role envisioned by Title XX supports in assistiag states to design and 
operate their 8erv}cteB'prograjn.and management systema^iSas ^ot been aatwfactonly 
developed- , ■ ^ * ' j)^ 

" V K£Y Rm)MMENDAT10NS OF THE SYMl-OSiUM 

Establish' a reliable ^ouBdation for an effective, accountable social servic^ deliv- 
erv network; by autKorizing substantial permanent ftindmg mcr^ses for TiUe XX. 
Provide for automatic rfispotxse to loei of purchasing povver related to inflatj*»i.. 

Vitalize Title XX's capacity to seiVe as the centerpiece for comprehensive social 
•services, planning by, amending federal statutes where necessary to support this 
4je^^e8 J ahd i)y prov^ing such -additional regulatory and nnanouU meei^eff as 
would contribute to its achievement, * . ' - - " u 

' Encourage states to build manag«ment capacity in the areas of OJmprehensive 
planning, systematic program evaluaUon, and services information recording, re- 
tnS and analysis by setting aside from the existing TiUe XX ceUrng new federal 

'^"FnviTiSStr^ti^r^urces needed" to strengthen and support federal agency 
capacity to perfortn a strong, creative role ati expert advisor, consultant and ad vo- 
cate^for statS* apd^ loc^ities in^the development anS operation of -TiUe XX-based 
public socia^ servic^ networks. , ' . , - 

, ' • TITLK XX AT THK SROSSROAPS '\ 

Part l/SoaAL SKKVicia: XN Agknda rOK THE FuTtj.Ri! 

ProioMue^ As a statute establishing federal aasistwvce for social services provided^ 
in the states. Title XX is a I species apart. Ex?racted with^somewba't. less than, 
surgi^l precision from the bodv of those public welfare pro^^ramsw.th which >t h^ 
rather cSually grown utAcash assistance for aged, handicapped or disabled per- 
I^ns anTfarfiflil. with leptendent children~its-objectiVes are bot*, expai^ive and 
c^ure subject to numberfespnterpretations whose accuracy is difficult to dispute. 

For^ phinner, the foremo«t/objective of Title XX, is: -meanmgful^ plannm^For 
an admin strator: broad, flexible authority to "man'age" progt-ara*.' For the Si»cial- 
fnteS advocate: public participation in "decision-making" process For socuU 

rhe<m^ticians: mo^ng toward a ^pafate. instituliona identity for personal . 
Sli^nTe^ Wr the public-interest gua!;dina;^*accou«tabihty"to citizens, tor 6 
■Set ol^ikT: fungibility.- The permutatio>»s on these themes can easily be inuig- 

'"plirtheT^mVlicdting discussions of Title XX is the fact that lines dividing rbles 
and S2S^nJbilities~betweert different levels of government; between the public 
the prTvatS and the wluntiiry sectore^ between fitle XX as seirviceK program, or 
H«^ri?nL ^urce or overarching system-ans tlurred and fluid. Such imprecision is 
IS^S^to tVLiZ pcedifectin for order and simplicit^^faut it is a fact of Title 
XX,r~and sociuf services— life 

Wle XX: A national p<)licy/ymposL^ • ^. v. 

On Oct IH 1978 more than So/r^presentatives oUhe U.S. Social Sem^^ 
lishmeS uiimbUKl^n tdnnejls, hnn. to look back at what Title XX hadXand 
had not) al-hievfKi in t\l threAears since it-s implementation, so as to aatldpate 
and beain shaping the riext phasA,ol' its dffvelopment. i „!..^ 

PartftSi^iD thw "Rational title XX Policy Symoosium^ inc uded state loca|i 
Jd privie WKkil serv\* agenc) administratora; federal oHimls responsiblejfor 
dannrnTand adrninisterihsSi services; academe; m^nbers of the research com- 
munrtv and represt-ntativenf citizens' advisory sr6up6. planning councils., and 
^^Scv^rSaiii^tions. Twenty-si* National organizations and schoo s o social work 
STn'Sping the Sy?nposiu^is ull-<:onfcrence sessions, {Kilicy issue^ prison- 
tations and workshops on special iac#Ls of I we AA.. . . ^ „f^„ 

The Aberican PuSic W^eifare Association, Symposium sponsor .in cwperatiOp^ 
with the tJit^n In.stitute, a research organization ■ On social policy, set the tone for 
H e two and ont"half--day conference in the tbiiowing statement: 'The^'veral 
hundr!5 Soris gathered together^r this Symposium will- combme their know^ 
Se and S^r ence to bring out a clearer picture, a better definition of the choices 
•Srs Jian^rvices policy-makers^specificaily as those, choices pertain to the 
TTt e Xn irtm And they will have an important opportunity to st*k-agreement 
around recommendation.s for future social -services wilicy directions. 



As a part of its Titic^'X^C^^v^juati0^t.;^ the Administration for Public 

Services within the QfBc^ of Mamattj^P^wSpm^ Servj^ <DHEW), assisted the 
Sympoeiuiti thrcmgh a' Bmall ffipant 'tb :tlfe 'Juribin Institute' takeover the costs of 
" seve^ activitios ^sential to %m succosd of thk conference. included niai^ng 

th^ Urban Institute paper "Social Ser\dce*— Federal Legi^ation State Impiemen- 
tation*;to participant^ in advance of the confert^ac^; stipenctir for th« Symposiuiri's 
uix master ''record^^i^'^ au<^..t^os$a;aII fbligw^up meetings to review Symposium 
•outcomes. DttEW staff from APg,;-OH0a;Md t^^^ SecreteQr/rnade 
valuable contributions to the Symposium as participants in the discusaion Rroup^.- 
. The Synipoaium offered the first opportunity sin6e dTitle XX wa« enacted for a 
wide range of interests to work together td discusa Title XX constructiyeIy» rather 
than as compeCitors or adver^ri^. It enabled stat^ to compare experiences and 
l^rabiems and to le^rn from each, other. And it gave H£W*8 Central and Kegipnai 
OfHce policy makers a chance to interact with a broad range of practitiqhern. 

To stimulate thin process, the Symposium was organized to addreilbf policy iiaues 
imder six broad topics. On each day of t{)ie*^ conferences issuer related , to theee toxica 
were framed by leaders rec^^ized as expert in the field of social servi(^. Immedi- 
ately thereafter, some lB-20 small discusisidn groups would \^ formed to pursue the 
question raised and, where posaible, , to develop answers and agreement. This 
format* was d^ignad to gain the widest possible ran^je of views and opinions by 
enabling each Conferee to participate in discussions on three of the six policy issues 
chosen by Symposium plaimers. * . 

Discussion leaders sought to secure consensus, where possible, conoemii^ appro- 
priate futiire directions for Title XX, and to c'rystalize areas of dis^reement where 
consensus could not be achieved. Reajrders within each ifroup were asked to make 
brief written. -reports on thcfse dascussions.^ The policy^ i^u^ were. stated foi* the 
conference program as follows:. SoCil*! Serviced Planning * * Organization and Man- 
agement of Sotial Services * Ser^ces Delivery Systems * • Financing Services * * 
Roles a>nd RespcmsibiHti^ * * AcdPntabHity for Services. 

^ VIEWS J'liOM TOE PODIUM 

All-conference sessions wei^ designed to .address Title X'X policy issues from a 
range of perspectives. Highlights from spoe^os which unders(x>red those perspec- 
tives are summarized in . the following paragraphs; they ane not direct quotations. 

K^Bokkr^Robert Harr'is, Executive Vice President^ The Urban Institute: Social 
ServiAs progragri^i are particularly vulnerable at the present stage of ilscal conser- 
vation. 1 n^ir weaknesses lie in deHnition, organ izat ion, planning, and effectiveness 
measuremeht The Comprehen^iv^^ ;A,nnual Services ^t^pram plan (GASP) is not a 
comprc^iensiye planning docun^nt. 4p its pr^ent form it becomes a rote activity, a 
stack of unusable papers.^ The means^'for accountability are imperfect. They have yet 
to pt^vide answei*^ to the baseline qui^tion; what do services do for, and to, p^ople^^ 
Policy niakgrs need to t^ke a con>prehensive .look at. services and their future! with 
a view/to developing a niitional, non-parochial system. ' ^ 

\ Aiipn Jen^n^ House Ways and Measis Pubiic Ai^isiance and Unempioynuint Com- 
pen^)^idn Subcommittee: state and local governments. Congress' qverriding concern 
IS wiih' cash twsistance and health. Action to broafien the base for Title XX, if it is 
to oCdir, must be pursued By the states. ^ . *" * _ ' 

Skite Pempectiue—Dr. Anthony W. Mitchetl, Exevutii>€ Director, Utah Department 
of Social perukes: A solid constituency for Title XX has yet to be developed at either 
Estate .or federal level. A , coalition * must be developed; knowledge^alone will not 
suffic^/ Categorical programs will continue to be funded — the issue then is to see 
that' Title XX and categorical services programs complement each other. It is in 
funding that states need true flexibility, p^irticularly with regard to the categoricals. 
X major problem in public participation in the Title XX decision-making process is 
thai the public doesn't understand the CASP format called for J;jtatute and 
regulations. Real public participation will require involvement in the development 
and operation of programs, rather than plans. Accountability has not been achieved 
through th©« current ^>cial Services Reporting Requirements; it has not provided 
nt^eded management information. States need systenis that will produce data which 
*can used for . intra- and interstate compar^n of prc^ani-related functions and 
costs'./ Comparative ^statistics^-may be the best tool for evaluative purpoiaes. Federal 
funding should be earjiiaHted for human services information,*Titfe XX is a respon^ 
sible and viable conce^. We are N?ginning to see the results of emphasis on services 
unification.. 

Voluntary Se<:tor—Jack ^l^^hnimy. Senior Vice President of United Way: To 
achieve legislative change/Title XX proponent^^ must educate legislators. Commit- 
ments should be sought f^^m .the President and the Secretary of ^lE W on the role of 

O ' . • / . • ^ ^ *j . 
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Title XX, To achieve additional' funding. Titie XX' objectives must be clearly ideati- 

^'Idcm/ P^r.pecUve-TM (Jim ^ Par ham. ^/f^.^^^^^^.h^t SK^^^ 
Deueloonent Services, HEW: A major problem of Tit^XX is that it w not seen a 
rSree S SLr^ng other pr^itims to achieve a comprehensive prosraro tha^ 
^^^oJS^l (SSim of clnH-ar vulnerable persons who need such care. We 
want t^^ist to utilize Title XX for this purpoee -The service* commumty 

afc^Tcattd^S;ates of special program. ^9,,«"Pf "J^i""^;,^/^^^^^ 

iV£iJio>^< ThP^^l-itlonShiD between the public afld' private «ictors must be a 
incLu^ aasuring a ^ lrvice« and the other human services, watching over 

Sense of the symposium • ' j _ „ t-w^^ 

tT THln XV Svmtx)fiium cwitained 18 issue-presentati&n sessions and more than 

K:rrr.i»r"?- ^^^^ 

" Affirmed the p»i™tial of Tille XX bolh as . fr»,t.nding pr«r.m and vehicle 

■ '^vmntmium fUpiHirts iitlifXX's rorv elements ' , ' , u ■ 

■?i?:L",i£jr.rofr.;;™ ^^^^^ 

tl,.B and ™P'>W'"S,Srr„M h to tl ° di SoT,-..m»,>irod program- 

government, iv.^^r«li«Tn" mp int the federal government would 

■ I„ Ihf .im,.U..t S"h Sra p^^^^^^^^ l« 
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^ . dollar expeniiiturefi. AjMent federal red-tape, and iiirroundad by Aexible .^idas! 
^' «t&ta and local c^icials could be cr^^tivef, i^ponsive, af^uatable. 

The printary programmatic exaxnplas of 'tills direction change were ti^ ''block , 
grants* . for manpoWer training ai^ jobs, health planning; prc^an^ houaiiig ami 
communiity devdopoient'-^and general revenue gharin^^ 

^ociar »Brvicetf funded under the Social Security Act Wer^.the last rhajor pro- 
grams tp be touched by the *'aew federaiiam" approach. Title XX^as.it eit^tiged 
through coalition and compromise — was neither a pure block grant or a pure 
' categmical program. Katt^^ in the case of Title XX tM Feds s^^med to be saying: 
You wanted this program, states? all rightf^its youA-^but we cah't quite trust yOu, 
i,with it. (There was r^-life experience behind that attitude: the evidence that stat^ 
^'were on the brink of raiding the isrogram one impetus to enactment of Titl^ 
- XX.} And, States were replying: Ya^ we do want to run social services withmit 
undtje "interference" frocn above— but don't leave us. out there al] alon^. (States 
" have found the federal shield quite advaii^^ . , 

; In a very serious sense, the hybred nature of Title has been at the source of many 
' of its pix4>lems, whether tl^se are viewed fr(W the local, state prsiie^ral peraipec^ 
. ' Uve. ■ V'' " ' 

Symposium Cojisensus: The basic approach to a national social services funding 
and delivery system emWUed in. Public Law 93-647 merits renewed public support 
The titles XX statute remains an imiportant tdol in "^the quest for a ratiotiail and 
effective social serviceiS system. While its problems are serious, if the will to do so is 
there, they are solvable, S^n^posium support was based on c^r^pts incorporated in 
the law which, though inadequately realist in many instances thus far, remain 
important elements of governmental power and ability to assist, those/ need 
tbrougb .the provision of social service. Core Title XX eliements are: 
State fte^ponsibility for Adminisitratibru TJitle XX recoghla:^ that sitat^ are the 
; leveNof government which has traditionally carried responsibility for ^^he presents 
addressed by social s^rvic^.. States have the authority (if not always -the way) to < 
mobilize a variety of related progifeuns under their purview to serve numbers of 

• different target groups, ^tes hafe the ability |if ript' always the will) to raise 
monies as needed to fund activiti^ not provided for through federal funds. Thus, 
federal dijllars may be utilized here to. round out a state prc^am, and elsewhere 
may form tRe bulk of a service, with only suppIeraen^tioh from non-faderal.fu6fds. ; 

A Supportive FecieralRolel Because the variety of service the kind of problems 
to which they may be addr^sed, and the groups of people who may 7)e sen^'isd are 
relaitively unr^tricted by the Title XX statute, the envMoneii federal role is sup- 
portive rather than directive. State have more flexibility in allocating r^iirces 
under Title XX.th^n is available under most federafiy assisted program^ Thus, 
beyond fiscal accQUntflbiiitv, an appropriate federal role would - include pxwraih 
advocacy; , the prov^on of assistance and' guidance to help^^c;hieve Title XX's 
potential. Within the context of each state's, pwn unic^ue needs; the siipport pf Title 
KX* prj^ram goals, with a focus on end raiultii; learning from^tat^ and encourag- 
ing dissemination of experience. from jurisdictidn to jurisdiction. Such a Tittle ,X A 
i " feaeral rde concept is consisteht with th^ view that cooperative relationship^ be- 
^v^weejr levels of government are ultimately more productive and eflTicjeht than those > 
. based on coercion or tension. ■ . 

State li€si>Qnsibiiity' for Resource A llocatiofh The authority and responsibility to 
allocate r^drcefe across a wide range of possible services. ge<^aphic areas and 
target groups, permits states t6 establish prioriti^ that reflect regional and local, as ^ 
'■*r well as state needs. It recognizes that states do in fact differ in demographics; in ' 
environmental, social jand economic conditions. It encourag^ states to , use Title XX 
to respond to problems which newly come to the fore and are hoi^et by other,- 
programs— and to do so without waiting for a national initiative to be developed 
through the legislative proems. It affords state's needed flexibility to fill in around 
' cat^orical programs, so as to develop delivery systems that do a better job of 
. meeting local needs. It permits states to vary allocations within the state depending 
: on equity considerations, local effort and state-developed funding and prt^ammatic 

" inceptive- . " ^ ' - 

Publication of and Public Comment on,- a State Services Plaru The requirement. to 
explain how services money is to be spent, together with the mandate for public 
involvement, has the, effect of opening up allocation decisions to the public. It 
increases awareness of N^4iat social servi4;ps are, a«d provides citizens with a mecha- 
nism to infiuence ailocation decisions. Plan publication requirements raise the 
"possibility of rbtioinat, pglicy-directed planning, and they encourage movement in 
that direction. ITie public review process, by making more explicit the i^e^ of 

* services funds, encourage legislators and other government officios, to participate 



in resource allocaUon choice s^nd keepts pteswura on ^grc^rani^ managers to accoimti 
for and justify the use of program dollars. • . 1- . 

StaTe Setection of Service Deliverx Methods. The authority^, to exercise options 
enables stat®i to utilue delivery syftWM^ operating tinder the" auspis^ or Other 
program and funding. uourcra, so as to minimise duplication and overlaps. It Permits 
various mixes of nublic and private service provision, so that choice* may i^ect 
state and local fiscal priorities and program philosophy, provider capacity and 
availability. It allows for different ways of organizing the adnimisiratiQn di soaal 
Bervices, both at tlie state and local levels so as to reflect their experience anS views 
on efficient and responsive management. « J ! 

Symposium views ■ ■ . " 

While the Symposium was organiaed under six pre-selected topifc*. bymposium 
reports, workinj? papers and notes, recurringly display con«rns of th^ highe^ prior- . 
i^under these four subject hidings: Senses ^ Delivery,' the Planning Process, s 
Management Improvement, the Federal Role. Symposium views are summarized 
below .'They are neitiier all inclusive or unanimous. . - , ,. ■ „ 

Services Deliveiy: An Undernourished System. "Service delivery was on^ of six 
Symposium topics; thus, thertf, occurred at least nine separate small group .diJ«^ 
sions of the issues involved, wth the dpt^rtunity for eixpr^ion of perhap* 200 
informed opinions. Sifting for the core issues, a Sympc^jum recorder found that the 
discussion begins at many points, but everywhere it ends with funding. . ^ - 
.xThe conclusion is that the efficiency 6f the nations social services delivwy 
-swlem and the quality and quantity of the goods' it pnxrtdes to those m need Ot 
ai?vic^ is a direct reiWtion of the funds committed to it. At all leyels, but mo«t 
"conSously at the federal level for Title XX. total dollars, being invested are- 
alSfethdr inade^Bate. Finding is "square 'one" for social -services improvemenV 
toth for delivsry system, and end-product. V . j tv*, yv w 

Improveixjent of the social services delivery . system under Title XX has been 
limited by a Aumber of factors includes (a) th«; historical and continuing develpj^ 
ment of ^Vagmented programs and systems; (b) a lack tjf.^sufficient Services funding 
Sthat ^tle XX Jort^tes; less than sUcce^Mly, with categorical Progran^. (c) 
concentration at the highest federal les^h on financial ^nanag«meHt £jnd ef^.^ienc^. 
WithS relatively weaker focji»-rt><uaHty. adequacy, and, effect^ oi services as 
*ddiwred and receiVeti at-. thjiirftXial level. , » u-i-* 

Fi«:at accountability X^Xo rate a higher" priority than pj^am accountability 
when there is & per^^feTnead to proteot programs against audit exceptiops^^At 
ground level., adtxjUate funding is seen as the best line of attack m any serious effort 
to improve services-deiivery. „, , t. £■ j u . ■« lano 

Backiiround Ofi Services -IX-Ui>ery Issut!. Tightening of services funds began m 1972 
with thrsti^tutory ceiling enacted under PiibHc Law 92-.512, the general " revenue 
sharing act. BtH^ause inflation ^tione fueltki a 20-83 percent increase m the CT«t oT 
sLt" and local government ser%'ices between 1972-1977, the $a 5 billion Ceilftig of 
m2 translaten to only $17 qv $2 billion real doliars. for 1977. Unresponsive to 
innation the Title XX ceiling has meant a continuous, erosion of ^purchasing power 
under f^qrS Titie XX allocations. This in turn has thwarted policy makers' objec- . 
Uves ti increase the services base and ex)mnd the nature and sdope of si-rvices by 

celling when P.L. 92-51;^- b^ame law In ■ 1977 .ver 
half the states had reached their allocation ceiling. It is estimated, that nearti- alt 
fur isdSions will be affected by the ceiling in 1979-80. Because tiie largest stat*? 
reaS their ceiling first, the effect on the nation's services has already been 
extensive Generally, the result produced by appr«»ching. ceding is an unwillingness 
on tho-part of the state to undertake expansion to innovation m servic^. 

For tW states tliat have bc^'n at ceiling for a number of years, the result- has 
beenv that Title XX services are either reduced, maintained against mHation at 
additionar state expense, or .expanded at full state expense. Hence, small mcrei^ 
in the cciUng are likely to diSiappi-ar into replacements of state fiscal effort. P-L- 94- 
401 enacted to provide funds needed for suites to comply with federal child day care 
•■staffing standards, furnishes an example of the consequences oLy^ar-to-year fund- 
iS stltos toiid ei her to use added federal funds to recoup state dollars and appjy. 
hem to other projtH.ts, rfTmake ont^timtMinly investments in service-re latod 
Sivit es Thus, little or no ^ogram expansion is achieved. Additionally, short lead- 
t^mes and the d««ly of implementing regulations further inhibit utilisation of small, 
. u^pTedictoble furx/ing mfusiohg as a source for long-range .investments in «^rvices^ 

'Fhr Jrban lfistiiuU's'Titie XX studies demonstrated that a major unanticipated 
effect of the ceiling on federal-Title XX expenditures is a phenomenon known as the 
"intertitle transfer." Utilizing, this technique, .expenditure^ for services su.ch as 
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iamily plajoining, homanmker/honie health services, and child day^cai^ can in effect .;, 
be transferred ta "open-end" fundings str^uns liiM^ as th^cjae that SUppjrt the" 
Medicaid and AFDC programs. The moi^t obvipus reasons for"' intet^tle transfer^ 
, include the need to maximi^ federal funding ^and/or to avoid social services pro- 
gram, outbacka. While the intertitle tr^anafer procesa can be a positive activity tirhen 
undertaken as a matter of services iritejy^ration/coordination policy, when forced by 
fiscal rather thanvprograoi policy considerations'^ it can .serve to wealfen fedei^ 
control over the categorical pn^ams to which servioos are transferred, each of 
^hich hat^ different goals, poU^' guidelinee and. operating methods. In consequence, 
tl}erefore, federal program collectives may Jbe sidestepped or their outcomes' 
distorted. ; ^ ' • * • - „ 

Funding control and c^t containment thr^u^i; a '^ceiling'' on e^cpenditures caB 
also be disfunctiodal in the sense that forcing mtertitle transfe{» idso undermines 
^the basef for Congr^sional, as well as federal agiency, prioritysjettii^ and funds 
„ allocation for the various categorical programs. Tjiese decisions derive Trom st^tu^ 
* tory program intent, which doies^not antitit^ate the shifting of expenditures among 
services in different programs to offset funding iitadequa^^i^ or other program 
constraints^ or the cCncomxnitant distortion/loss of essential prc^am information. 

For many states^ then, the Xitie XX tools designed ^to e^isure ''meaningful'' plan- 
ning, i^riority-setticig, and r^uxx^ allocalipn have bben bluhted by the Title XX 
celHng*<rhat ceilings once attained, also i^n^ermines the statutory of ox^rdinat- 
ing Title X^ service with those of other discrete federM pr^xms- Absent signi^-^ 
cant st^ws of "new" money. Title XX has.no carrot to inmice ^lanfted resource. 
allocatii>n through" coordination of program e£fort; ' * 

The eflfect of Titter XX ceihug people who received, or may have been 
eligible to receive service i^ en the record. For example, the Urban Institute found 
that in 1977, after two yeat^.of Title XX planning, 21 stat^ had clearly restrict^ 
; service population by reducing income eligibility levels, adding categorioai require- 
ments,;^ vanning eligibility by some^mbinatipn of t^rvic^i cnents, and,geogisaphi- 
cal factor^. Of th^ 21 staters, two were i already at ceUihg When Title. }OC. was 
implemented, 12'tiiore had reached ceUiiJg tiiace, ^ • • , ; 

in terms of the Title XX. crfjjective to liberalize eligibility for Services — moving 
away from the concept that they are only needed by welfare recipients or those 
likely to n^ualify for welfare— the Institute found that only 17. states nad made some 
or 'an services available to persons ^ith income up to 115 percent of stette median 
ipgome Five had restricted client eligibiiity to famiUqs below- 4€ ]perc€^nt of mediant 
Looked at another w^y, under a funding ceiling that has remamed ^sentially in 
plaq^ siiice Title XX wa^s implem'entad, eligibSlity Jiberalizationtj have^ pitted tbtji 
poorient population against^ the **better off in. competition for fewer siftvlc^ w|iile 
at tha^ management level the ceiling has moVed services back toward the cat^goncal,-., 
basi^ for eligibility by. means of fiscal incentive^ for the intertitle tran^i^&r of impor- 
tant services to th^ categorical AFIXl, Medicaid and Work Incfe^ive (WIN) pro- 
grams.' _ .■ ' ■' ' f^iH'*^ '- ' . ' 

^ympoiilum views ov serines delivery . - ■ ' ^^v-.. , ' 

In £i competition between planning programs and providing services for utilization 
-^of scarce fiinds, servic<« m\i$t have the higher priority, leaving plapHing under- 
funded. ' 

The unpertain and generally low- priority status of any .initiQttives to very substan- 
^tially^ increase funding for Title XX is reg^^fded as uniaue, beyond the general 
."^^perc^tiOn that public funds pommitted t6 sefyie^ twd always to be 'seen as less 
• 'than adequate. It is perceived as a 'Tsscal crisis/' ' ' . ' v 

At the. same time state and local planners are anticipating more constraints on 
federal diollar^ -for servici^ they are experiencing ^nd bracing for "Proposition 12" 
fallout. ... 

States are coping wiih the -Tit l6 XX TUnding ct-isis b^ r^acing st*rvices to levels 
^^supportable with available funds; by .increasing eligibility hjqur^ments; by elimi-. 
hating some' ^^ryices' (for less politically jxjwerful ibonstitiili'ri 
irii*>i?et*5i (^undR redeployirhent). . ^ . v . ' 

P'romjhe vantage point of those concerned ^vith service delivery,, six years pf tight 
funding Ceilings oh Title XX have produced decisioi^ regarding serviced delivery 
alternative that are based -far more on fiscal -than On program 'con<^rnC- She 
*'ceiling" years may have resulted in^ loss- of ptii?lic agency staff; in reduction of staff" 
development and training as a management priority; in shifts in ^iureh^se oC service 
''patterns; in/greater eqjphasis on accoux^tability and Veporting than on qasework; 
and in diversion of attention from the need for services initiatives and innd^^ons. 
. The Planning PfxKess: Problenis aiid Failures. No one ha3 seripusly suggested that ■ 
the itetute which bears the na^e of Title XX is a planner's dreaJJi. Many persons — , 



.from qli<mt^ to c|ise* workers, from pf6grmn administrators to contract managers — 
have conjured with the nigh£inare theor*y; The Title XX plannirig kit, ai it devel- 
oped ffom4he advocates' icbncept through the Coi>gr^sional crpfting i^rooeis was 
neither-alt dream or air nighti^^. Imperfect the^ Title XX planning pro^;^ cer- 
tainly Wfis, and is. Dismay and some disillusionment have center)^. around. the 
Comprehensive Annual Service*^ Program (C.ASP) plan format and proc^Kies, publii? 
participation, and cbordinatioa of Title XX with other pn^ram plains and service®. 

Back^roujtd^on fl^nriifig Pfxtcess Jssues. Dissatisfaction with tfj^ CASP Plan docu- 
^nient spriti^fs from numerous sources. Prominent^ among them are the foilowihg. 

St^ite buoget process^ yact at least as a moderate coiistraint on a raeaningfqlr 
CASP plan in almost aU jurisdictions. The GASP publication and public review 
Jicheduie and state budget cyci^ are not— and often cannot be— synchronized. Tlie 
lack of congruence between state and local budget proc^»es (which are often the 
controlling factors) and the GASP' planning cycle negates the public participation 
concept It al^ limits the .imlpact of netJds assessments, even 'wheo theaiv^iiav^ been 
timed to meet the Title XX planning schedule. . 

Lack of knowledge of where performance h€|ts diverged from plan has <:oatnbUt©d^ 
to the sense that the^CASP plan , is not much more than a catalc^, possibly out of 
^date. CASP plans generally do not cbnta^n timetables or measurable ofcuectiV^;4he 
"nieanb" ^services) ar6 listed, but the ''ends" (effects on clients) are riot. There «fiO 
requirerpent for comparison of proposed allocations with past years' distribtttion— or 
of past year CASP puins with actual performance. The msjor impediment to devel- 
opment .of reports to pro^e this information is the lack of incentive to do so: The 
Title 50C requirement for .an annual report based on the CASP plan was deleted 
from the proposed legislation in fmal negotiations within the CoTigressionai ^nf^c- 
ence committee prior to enactmeilt of Public Law. 93-647, A related barrier arises 
from the fact that production of necessary comparative/ data would require the 
cqmrrixtment of additional (scarce) managemerit-resouiices to monitor CASP imple- 
mentation, and ta produce and analyse data for reportii thereon. - . 

The decision-making m^tphanisna^ available through the^ CASP pt«c^ for . re- 
source tillDcation and reallocation, i.e., ptiblic review; needs assessment and program 
cpprdination, are either inherently weak or are inadeqi|ately developed for the\ 
intended purpose. Thay.have, therefore, been a less powerful factor injundin^ 
decisions than have, such' 'factors as past' experience, state-mandated services, tfc^e 
63(ailability.of state or local matching fun^. 4»d states' legislative and budget, 
-■-processes-, f .^''- ] ^ - ^ • ' , , . - 

'/Lack of objective data. ,j;^n which to ba^ i^eallocations ^^id shifts seng,c©» ^ 
priorities subji*0t||^hese: decisions to political . pressure ^niJ ^tiorirationai choices; 
/ . The Value of mSSt needs assessment activity^ limited by the l^ck of data and the 
relatively primitive jjtate of the needsi^ssesfiment art. Demand may. be measured, 
but it does^ not necessarily bear any known relation to supply; nor do most ^eeds 
fi^sessmenti fit into a comprehensive set of data on ^ial services problems, popula- 
tions and aviiilable rc^uVces, ' T • 
n Dissatisf^ctid^i with pul^'lic participation is manifested in the fact that such par-. 
XicipaUiari hais declined sharply since the f^rst year of Title. XX implementation: 
Factors cpntHbutirig to the hallow appearance of the public participation mandate, 
include, again, the '*ceiling",oh Title XX fSBeral fund^. If a:state has reached its 
federal allocation ceiling and no new state money ii& available, there is. nothing new 
to plan for. A' more sophisticated Title XX constituency has perceivc^d that C^P 
pl^nnin^ decisions^ hot necessarily refU?cted in the amountiK appropriated by^ 
state It^islatures. ^ \ ' ' 

Critics of public participatiop achievt^d under Title XX note that ra#k and\filfi 
consumers are not ^joriously involved in the process. Clients are repmieiited when 
thfc^y are repfesi»nted-i>y organi/^ advocacy ^^roups. The fact is t\jat the CASP 
■ public , review procetis \iVors the articulate and the well Drg;?nized-lhrmigh' such 
procodure« as pjublic hearing and formal comments on published documents, and 
^ through their involvement in advisory committees 'and' task forces. Advisory com- 
mittees usi?d. as a mechanism- for public' particip^Uion. have themselveS^^roc$>ived 
mixed reviews— some are defunct, others, have been reconidituted to revitalize them- 
* M ta public hearing^, they— Ji^ke t}>e advisory committees— were over-utilized in the 
"first years, so that they decliiied ih numbers and iri attendance thereafter. Indeed,- 
qucstion has bet*n raised as to whether public hearings prb^id^ an environment 
'conducive to j-es^olulion of substantive issues, or haVe more value -as ^stinnfiators of 

public int<>r<*st. * ' . , t- , 

Title XX regulations' mandatory newspap^ advertisements have iittie connection 
to the theory i)f public participallpn in d4^;sion^maklng processes. It seems obvious 
such ads do not Vaii^ the consciousness of persomr otherwise unaware of, or disinter- 
.-.j ' • " ' I " _ ■ ^ ' ^^'-'^ 



ested in,i>ublic sooi&l itervicev. Nor do work&Hop^jund training aMiians, thougbvthey . 
generate public information .on poKcy and progrims, cohstitute participation in tiie 
decifiion-makii^c on what service programs slwiid and should not be funded ; \ 
' Lack of CQoroination under the Title XX plan is a third aoun^ of s&l:ious dissatifh 
faction wi^h GASP. An' Important Title XX objective was to provide for the social 
services ''system*' with an impetus for pl^anned priority-ftettii^ and Vesoiirce alloca- 

* tion' Ope nec^sary door to this go^ is^ through coordination under Title XX of 

^ planning for the several separate federal and i^tate progr^^ms undeir which social 

, . 'service are fiind^ or providea. However, Title XX^doei no^ mandate coordination, 
it simply requires a description of how the prpc^ coordination will be conduct- 
ed. (Since ''cooidination*' is expected to combat the <jvlls of "fragmentation". Con- 
gress h^s in recent years inserted a coordination objective into nutiierous federally* 
as&isted services program. Ail ai:^ ^dmonial^ to (ordinate— none is} given authoK- 
ty to compel it). - ^ ■ - ■ . \ . ' ' ' ' . 

' Amphg the disincentive to voluntary coordination under Title XX is the fact that 
other programs would ^need to comply with Titia XX reporting, eligibility &nd 
planning requirements. Title XX has produced ''formal, agreements'' with other 

. separately funded progranas, biif thc^^ are not, self-implementing, l^y are/ejgd- 
' pmducta, not the b^g^nlrig of the pnxreiiS;, / 

' ' Joint funding df sopial service by separate agenci^ or programs is a.promising 
coordinating tool. For example the Agriculture Department's childs nutritioi) pro- 
grams may be utilized in Title XX centers, or ()lder Americans Act nutrition 
programs m^ajt be inst<»iled in Title XX senior centers: But there ^ cAetacJ^here, 
too; variations in the rules frOm pn^axn to program on fees, eligibility, reporting 
and accounting procedure. And there is resistenpe on the^ part of most ^^at^orical^ 
program constituencies to at^ diminlitKm of exclusive program control. For exam- 

. pie, k major impediment to the appUcaflto/to social; ^ervio^ of those integrated 
planning/funding incentives proi^ided by COTgr^Js in the Joint Funding Simplifica- 
tion Act iJFSA) of 1974 is the fact that the Older Americans Act and Rehabilitation 
Services' Act programs hove been exempted from its provisions bv Congress itself. 

"Thus far the uFSA has not been implemented enthusia^cally at the federal agency 
level. either, where truf problems ax^d fears are as real as they are elsewhere. 

Attempts at coordination ar# made at the state levgl through interagency staff 
exchange, ''outstationing," and through Title XX advuwry committees representing 
h different grou|[)6 and varied^pnoj^am interests. Still, the m^jor barrier to compre- 
hensive piannmg acnxis sociail service® program lim^^ utilizing ^for example) the 
CASP aij -the' state plan for all HEW administered servib*^ programs, is the lack of 
either statutory authority or other positive incei^tives to do sa 

SympiJ^ium views ^^n' the planniri^ jxw^ " -V j 

The firmly held ceiling on, Title XX federal expenditures has been a t^rious, 
indeed primary inhibitor in the realization of Title XX planninj^f hopas. Tliere is no 
strong incentive 'Tor states to ihv^t in^pla^ifting capacity when fun<^ to plan for are 
not visile on the horizon, when available funds are temporary or are **Jine item-: 
' i2ed" (in- effect, diverted) by state legishitutes,.'.wheri' piannir^ is for the purpoee.of^ 
restricting rather than improving servites. Neither, Under the circumstances. \^ 
there great' incentive for citizens to t^e the ''participatiofi" mandate seriously. 

Perception tha\ services are locked in— by the Title kX ceiljng, by existing con- 
tracts and agreements with private and public agencies, by local -lli^tching funds (df ■ 
the lack of them), by private non-profit donations, and by niring policieg} and freeze 
on caseworker stafl— is quite pervasive. This, too, dampens enthusiasm for public 
participation. . 

Under existing law, regulations and policy, there is ^ uncertainty among agency 
staff as well as clients and advocates about who it is that the CASP plan is-bein^- 
" "produced for. Some suspeit it is merdy a compliance document tfi satisfy -stiiti^Gry 
requirements. . . 

Title XX's flexi&le goals are too bYoad tjx he utilized in services prc^am plimhing 
or reporting, yet they artMh eHeC't requisite for both these 

Title .^X agencies experience difficulty in performitig ah etTective coordioative 
role with p^r agencies whi^ authority over programs and dollar n^urces is' 
-%<«di^pei^dentof Title'XX. ^ . , ; : ' 

'-Tht' federal government would do well to develop program and fiscal incentives to 
encourage coordinated planning under Title XX, the design of a comprehensive and 
comprehensible CASP plan, ana the involvement of the public is meaningful partici- 
pation -in^the planning process. The results would be likely to e|^ceed those yielded 
by directives. ■ . 

Planning activities cannot compete for scarce dollars with service tp clients. If. 
"meaningful" planning remains a national level policy objective, it must be federal^ 
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ly guppofted-vvith funds independent of tlio<ie authoriied for services delivery ex- 

^MaTSmenS Impwixmen't Cannot Whether the topic beirfg addrtssed by the' 
Sympo^m was Title XX Roles and Respo*»6ibiime8, Accountability, Financing. 
OrganiMng and Management, Service Delivery. or,?lanning— the need to enhance . 
state capacity tg manage ^le social services jjrpin^jms funded un4ef 1 itle XX and a 
dozen other federal -Statutes was a cotupeUing . undercurrent, Meetiiig this new} la 
seen as critical to the futurfe of. Title" XX, fundaSieptai to the • fulfillment ot its 
potential. Where .*.c0n>itraint was c^ted or a potential poeed; in thesift six aj«as, 
management capability was at or near the center of it. ^ ' a - " ■' 

Ji message that was, in some form or alidother, repeated throughout thp Sympo-. 
sium reads: States must show what services are doing to arid for people.- States have . 
thXforemost responsibility to demonstrate the need, -.and justify increased funding, 
for services If not stated in the same breath, it was clearly recognized that tew 
states possess the' tools for that task, and that Title XX does not eurrenUy provide 
the financial and other resources needed to.creat^ them.in eaph state. . r' 

Backsiround on ManaPentent Impmi>eme^t Zssues, Planning, management mtorirta- 
tion/rendrting. and evaluation systems are critical elements underpinning capacity 
to manage services prc^ams. The Title XX statute recognizsi th^^ elements within 
its CASP planning section by requiring descriptions of pjanrimg. rifeeds assessment, 
evaluation, coordinattSSia!^ reporting activiti^. In .so doing, the Title XX statute 
and -iMKnmiiaB^^ to raise public expectation^ihat these activi- 

ties wotild, in fact, be' satisfStorily developed if they were not already m place. 
However rnanv of the promi and procedural retjuirements expressed m Title XX 
were entirely noVel to social afrvices and would de^iend for their ultimate success on 
utilizikUon of sophisticated niKagement techniques (including electrpjuc data proc- 
essing systems), together witj£>rsonnel .trained to determine program needs, deVel- 
^ the^ste^ a^diS^^ data. For Title XX programs, many of these arts 
mna^ in a rela>4ly""d«'^^'^*^l«P^ stage^ Neither the subsUntm tecbnica 
assistance nor thTseparate financial support h£i8 been available from the federal 
level for this quite revolutionary Title XX effort to gain control' of social services- 
through planned program management. .. , . _ tu 

Funds' for administrative activities sych as those described above are among the 
most difficult to obtain. They are long-range investments, often^seen by the public 
as expenditures depletive of funds which might otherwise be used for direct services 
for no^v persons. They are a part of those "administrative coStii which are a ready 
target fo'r the po^>ul8r pf^^ For those states at .or nes^r ceiling .when Title XX was 
enacted acquisition of needtni new management capacity. *ith Title XX funds was 
not e^n a qu4tion of whether to spend Title XX federal dollars for services or 
administration. There were no funds left for either purpose. Since then most other 
states -have felt those budget pressure .tjsat attifnd an approach to the i 'tie XX 
..coiHrig These forces have predictably pushed maniigcment capacity-building further 
and further down the .list of priorities for resource allocation^ by state imd local 
elected trffiCifils There is a'double bind here": funds cannot be taken fronv services to 
pr«5uce the management- capacity to justify the n*^ for -^r rt^ulte^oi^serv.ces. 

Statistics,- reporting and data-processing functions^.re the administra ive process- 
es most heavily affected by Title XX implementation. Urban Institute studies 
showed Title XX prciduced substantial increases in casework time spent on ehgtbjl- 
1tv determination and rt>deU'rmination, reporting -and case tt^nagenrent wh^^^^ 
would indicate the need for improving sysU-ms as well as the need for stall training 



SyniixKHurm Vieu-ti fm Marm^vrmmt Impnmmvnt: The- constxiuenct^s of weak or 
wot^fuiiv inadeouate^^UHe and local nianugement information systems mclude: 

"I;aek of accurate' data (and the means to.analy-^e it in aeci.sion-makingl is an 
ab-soiute barns-r to cR-ei-tive.. p1anning. to the production of useable reports^ and to 
the inujJementation pj worthwhile evaluation programs. - . ■ 

NeSls.awJe^ment data are limited in value unleaji. capable of .'analysis in connec- 
'tion with .p'pogramH^fft^ctiveness data, „ . ,• i • » * . 

• lick of datxi on prograrn riwdn und .st'^vii* cffectivem.^s hmits administratvi^ 
ability t*> bring reiiaBie information to bte&r on- the dKismns made in a- politicized 
env ronm^nt^ where there is a preference for tan^ibU' services to visible, organized 
constituencies where pressure to provide "equity ' m substate allocation i.s mount- 
tng^and whe^i- providers are eager to furnish ,«.rvic-es the public agency may have 
sound ixiiicv reasons for preferring to rirovide direi-tly. 

Absi'nt the catwcitv to. produce appropriate management information, comprehen- 
sive planning ba.sed'on stat.Vlocal priorities, and ..stablished service's nc-t-ds is an 
unattainable goal At best, rc^wjvirces will be' allocattKi on the basis of attempts to 



awiure equit^^ among eligibte populaticm groups, equity amoi^ alternative services 
. and (jquitabk allocation to substate area*. Equity, can serve ta justify axs aliocatioix 

* fbnuula biit alone it is not the foundation for mental planning. ^ 
' In summary, the Symposium reflected a strong »enae that subitantial funds and 
technical assistance ffom the fedieral level- will be needed to help atates and local- 
ities plan comprehensively for social sfervicee, evaluate the effects of service^ and 
report on services to the public— if Title XX's plannmg and accountability features 
are^U) wisrk to the sati^krtion of the people who receive social tervices? and those , 
who pay for them. . - . 

The Federul ''Role: SiiU to be Fulftlled. Aa^one^ of six Symposium discussion topics, • 
"Rolee and Responsibilities cut two ways— -public sector/private sector and federi^/ 
local , levels of government.'These issue areas were thoroughty examined in Small- 
group discussion sessions. Although numbers of difficult issu^ were explored within 
- these headings, strong consensus on what responsibiliti^ shpuid-attach explicitly tQ 
which rolc^ was rarely reached An exception vm the Sympiosium percei^on of 
what in general the federal Title XX role has been, and what it should be in the 
future. Con^nsus should have been more achievable here because the Sympoeium - 
was clearly and purposefuily structured to stmulate further action by participants, 
primarily focused at the national level. (Note>-'*Federal role*' when used in this;, 
paper is a generalized term. A reference may include either or both theiexecutive 
and legislative branches of the govejiraient It includes the executive agencies of the 
admiriistratij^n servinjj the White House, i.e.. the President's domestic advw)rs and 

• the Office of Management and Budget, as well as HEW. . 

The Title XX statute, required the Se^ret^^ry of HEW to orovide for the-continu^ 
ing evaluation of state Title XX programs and, prior to July ,1, i9J7, to iubnlit» to^ 
Congress a report on the'efTectiveness "of the program established by Title XX . . . 
together with recoinmendations. if any, for improvements in the pK>gram." It alsp 
directed the Secretary to . - make, available to the States assistance, with r^pect 
to the content *of their service pn>gmrii, and their services pr<Hfram planning, 
reporting, administration, and evaluation.'' » 

Thus, Title XX laid out a mandate for federal leadership m terms of long-range 
policy planning and evaluation— and a strong, supportive federal role ifi terms of 
states' Title 5CX prc^ams and management operations. 

Sympv^ium views on the Federal role ► 

While the joint fedeml/state responsibility/or services funding continues to be 
carried out at both levels, the Symposium perception was of a substantial failure oa 
the par! of the federal level of government to articulate clear national policy arouAd 
social services goalsb ' ♦a. , . 

X The federal levef commitment to making-Title XX the denterpiece of the nations ^ 
social services delivery, system is not perceived to be eff&tive where competition 
with categorical programs fpt favorable national attention and Congressional iiind- 
ing support is involved. , t 

TheSfipropriate federal role is seeiiHo be tliat.of guide and helper/ to encourage a 
minimunAievel of national uniformity and providing qn overview of the nationwide 
status of 4x:ial services through continuous data gatliering and pn^am evaluation. 
In generaT individuals representing states. Kxalities, private providers and advocacy 
groups' expressed dissatisfication with the federal ^vernment's performance in 

^^^pacity lp evaluate TitfeXX services, a mandate*! federal responsibility, does not 
appear to hi'e fen developed to a significant extent, [Note: the special evaluation 
report cited 4bove Ls expected to be available in the spring of 1979] Lack of common 
. U^rminolofei^nd an accepted services taxonomy have been inhibiting factors. For 
states, adduional obstacles to program evaluation activity called for by the Title XX 
statute include the undeV-develop^ * 'state of the art/' the lack of sustained federal 
technical assistance, and lack of funds to support the activity at the state level. 

Inter- .and intra-departmental coordination of social services policy and programs 
ha^ not been< implemented at the federal level. I^ck of such federal level coordina- 
tion inipedes and discourages state and local efforts to achieve coordination called 
" for by the Title XX statute. : . . ... 

Federal i^tatutes and regulations ior non-l'itLe XX pn^ams constitute continuing 
barriers to coordinatini social services -networks. Though efforts have been made at 
the Q>ngressional and federal agency levels to lower th^ bisrners. the action has 
^ not been as effective as, desired. . . .. 

Friigmentation and discontinuity in federal management and organization of 
servft^- prograips continues to hamper organization and management of seryiefes at 
state and local levelfe^ - ^ . . " 
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' S^mj^ium rtcommtndationii for €u:tipn^ ' ^ 

. Because they represent a subsUntwd consensus of concerns. Symposium, view 

were centered around Service Delivery, the Planning Prqce^ Management Im* 
^provementi.and the Federal Role- This formal is followed for recommendations as 

well. ' ■. . . 

\Reconinr€ndati(ms for cu^tion w i^rv^ 

Establish a reliable foundation for/^mJtffiiCtive, accountable social servicei deliv* 
ery network by authori:dii|fi subst^tial permanent funding increases— including 
inflation-related indexing--for Title XX Services. ^ " /: ] . 

Utiliie Title XX as the vehicle for channeling ^ort-tem funds to stat^ and 
localities for emergent^ pr<*leDi-«p©cific national priorities, rather thai) continuing 
to legislate around new cat^oricai programs. 

Provide Title XX funding fncreases specifically to compensate for actual progrg.m 
dollar losses since 1972 in the $2.5 billion ceiling op federal Title XX expenditures. 
Retain nexifaility of such funds iS»r the generation of new program ideas and re- 
sponses to unique local needs, f ^ ^ ' ^ * r i.t T 

Retain the current federal /state participatid^ m Title XX fundmg as preferable to 
the special purpose block grant format which currently supports certain federal 
manpower, training, and housing and community development prc^ams, in or^r 
*to continue the Title XX emphasis on. public accountability and to pr^rve the 
combination of. intergovernmental responsibilities for publicly funded social services- • 

Recomniendaiions for action on the planning proc&SM 

Vitalise Title XXfs capacity to serve as the fulcrum for comprehensive social 
services plarining* by amending federal statutes- where liec^sary to support this 
objective, and by providii^ such additional re^latory and fmancial incentives as 
would contribute to its achievement ' , . ^ / ' . - t • ^ 

Permit multi-year planning options under Title XX and other social services^ 
programs that require state plans, so as to enable utai^ and localities to conform" 
budget cycles ^nd Titlv XX program plan schedules, as well as to ass^t m coordina- 
tion of planning across program lines. ' t J . 

Permit integration of CASP hearings and publication processes with state budget 
cycles, so as to improve thdquality of public participation and enhance the^credibil- 
ity of' those profcesites— pmvided that appropriate public participatiqn mech^isms 
are assured, and that the format of any combined documents is compatible mth the* 
display of program information require by the Title XX service (CASP) plan. 

Require sitates to display current-year CASP plan expenditures and services in^ 
^ multi-year context for purpost^ of. comparing plans with performance, thus to 
complete the accountability loop, but provide options for carrying out such require- 
ment. For example, it might be accomplished in a single docuinent, or in separate 
reports. ■ , ■ - 

Recvmmendatwm for acthk on mtana^nient improi^menk \ 

Encourage t^tates to build management capacity in the areat* of comprehensive 
social serv^ce^ planning, systematic prograni evaluation, and services information 
recording, retrieval and analysis by setting aside from the existing Title XX ceiling 
new federal funck for these purposes. • 
■"■ AssQre at th* federal level that high quality technical assistance, guidance, and 
activities designed to promote management technology transfer are available on an 
ongoing basis, in order to build management capacity at state and local levels in the 
areas of nt«ds assessment, data afialysis, pn^m and financial reporting, perform- 
ance standards development, serviced effectiveness measuro^ service delivery stand- 
ards, purchase of service contracting^ and pn^ram monitoring procedur«Mi. 

Retx}7n ffiefiduiu>f IS f(^ Acii^i an Federal Role 
Invest administrative resources needed to strengthen and support federal agency 
capacity to perform a strong, creative role as expert advisor, consultant and advo- 
cate for states and localities in the development and operation of Title XX based 
public social services networks. " , . 

• . Improves public understanding and demonstrate the utility of Title XX social 
iH*rvic«i through sustairKHd evaluation efibrts, Conioare the cost-effectivene^ of pur- 

• chased services with those provided directly ;by public agencies. 

Disseminate strategies to assist states in such uncharted areas as service net- 
work management. Facilitate th? transfer of technology and experts^ among sUtes 
with common inter^ts and concerns. * . 
, Act aii a Title XX advocate and otherwise proceed to clear the way tor comprehen- 
. sive Title XX services plannif^, for niore extensive integration of Servians program 
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planning and »tate budgeting cyeies, and* fta- useful participAtm of oonwimw in 
services program developn^nt. 

Develop (or implement) procedures to coordinate federal reiwrcei all0(^tton for 
social service programs, thus to facilitate program ooordinaticQ efli^ xmdertaken 
at the «tate and local levela. Reduce varying eligibility requirementa and (^her 
constraint* on coordinated eervicea planning^ and #ervi<» delivery throiigh lUi^ral 
^ use of waiver authority. Provide sulficient conaistency in eligilulity facton to .permit 
use of coipmon application forms. ^ ^' ' . 

Initiate action at the federal agency, Congresiional and state levak to^ut in place 
common defmitions pf program elements and services. HEW and Congress should 
' • cooperate to remove statutory barriers and to harroonlase requirements for federally 
ass^ted social services pjpograms; ao as to amst tb^ achievement ctf Title XX 
planning objectives. ^ 

Support agency-wide utilisation of the Joint Funding Simplicatimi 4^ct so as to 
facilitate coordinated, comprehensive, service proiirrani planning. Provide tachnical 
assistance to" enable states to utiliie the Act effectively. Obtain authority or utilise 
existing authority, to. set aside a portion or percentage of cat^rw^al program 
funding to support joint funding of services, where appropriate. I 

Symp(mium background paper * ^ 

As a co^ponsor of the National Title XX Policy symposium, tl^ Urban Imitate 
prepared and made available to all conference participants findings a mfl^r study 
/ of Title XX in its first two years of operation entitled ^'Social Services: Federal 
/ Legislation vs. State Implementation." This docun^nt— Which contrasted the m- 
\ tended effects of P.L. 93-647 with its actual results in the areas of plannii^ and 
V services jpriority setting, financing, resources allocation^ organisation and manage^ 
^ment of state social service agencimit and roles and responsibilities in services 
^ministratioo— served the Symposium both as background niatterial and reference 
tool. ' 

Conclusions reached by <he authors of the study paper include bvft are not limited 
to the foUovring: / / ^^r^r^. ^ 

CAS^ planning is not comprehensive; and in cnany key respects the GASP is not a 

plan at all. 

It is doubtful that the public participation experienced under Title XX is repre- 
sentative of either consumers or the general public. «v , v*/ 

There remains an opportunity for state and federal leadership to make Title XX 
somethinif other than a ''source of funds." . , . / x 

The ceiling on federal^tle XX expenditure* may not have halted the growth of 
program costs borne either by federal or non-federal sources. 

State and/or local <x>ntrol over social services programming appears to have been 
enhanced by Title XX. " ' ^ . j ^ „ , 

Perhaps as a result of resource r^tnctions, less than one-Uwrd of all ktat^ nave 
" opted for maximum eligibiUty Jevels permitted by the federal statute anfd a sufast^- 
tml minority of states have further opted to . reduce client eligibihty levels since the 
•inception of Title XX. ' i . ; 

The most dramatic shift brought about bv Title XX implementation is the 
crease in purchased services as compared to those provided directly fay state and 
local public welfare agencies. ^ 

Overall, the study concl^ded that while Title XX was not altc^ether successful m 
achieving the sponsors* goals in its first two years, it has had very positive influence 
in many areas— particularly in the area of state-level administrative systeJyis where 
key changes have been initiated in planning and evaluation, data processmg, statis- 
tical reporting and contract administration. Title XX is now at a croesfpads m the 
view of the authoiM|**D\iring the next few years, actions will be taken (Or not taken) 
that will deU>rmirie the legislation's ultimate contfibutjon to national social services, 
policy/* . , r 

• TJTLE XX AT THE CKOSSIIOADS 

Report on the October 1978 National Title XX Policy Symposium: Assessmg the 
Early Years, Pointing the \Wiy Toward Improvement 

Part 11 Sbkvicks; Legislative Evolution in the Social SsiCUR|TY Act 

Social servwes under the public assistance titles ^ 
' Preceded by contrbversy and heralded with high expectations of something like a 
new dawn for social services. Title XX formally arrived dn the social welfare scehe 
on January 4, 1975 as Public Law m-iUl, an Act '\ , , 19 establish a consolidated 
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program of Federal -fmancial assuitance to encourBl^roviiiion of servitH* by the 
States." ^ ^ , 

"Consolidate a program'* meant that funding authority tor service^ to the a«ed, 
blind, and disabiwi and families with dependent children would be shdlted out of 
Social Siscurity Act Titlm I IV-A, X. XIV. and XVI and gathered within .a smgle 
new title— and, .ainio<*t incidentally, thM the separation^ of cash assistance %and- 
services would thus be formaU;£ed. . . ' , * ' ^ , 

(Social) service, for this' paper,. mean bimeficlal activities designed t^ protect and, 
care for people who arc helplef;^ or vulinerable, and to assist other people in coping 
with personal prc^lems or conditions which prevent them from functioning to their 
own satisfaction and that of society. Services have no age idenUty, nor are they 
furnished only in one or another setting specific to their purposes. Today, social 
services range from suppie«iental care for a small child in family day care home 
while the |*«rent is at work, through training for a disabled adult provided in a 
rehabilitation center, to a homenmker or 'home-health services for a frail elderly 
person living at home alone/ . , ^ i ■ t 

Altlwugh [Title] XX became tiie Social Security Acts newest title in January 
1975 in reality it was but the latest chapter in the evolution of public social services 
program operat4)d by ntate and local government in the United States— activities 
which in fact preceded the 1935 Social Security •Act, albeit with the public agiency 
role quit*? overshadowed by the voluntar>' sector. 

Title V (now tV-B) of the original Social Security Act had authorized child 
welfare services for homeless, dependent, and neglected children, and children in 
danger 6f becoming delinquent. But. the legislative line that leads directly to Title 
XX under the federal/state partnership for 8i?rvices to families and children, dis- 
abled persons, and the elderly, first appeared with the amendmentiJ to the 
Social Security Act: Public Uw m\ 84th (Congress. The August 19.% amendment^ 
acknowledged those social services that wete already being carried 6ut by states and 
localities as an '"eligibility— relaUni element of the federal/state cash assistance 
programs by authorizing their reimbursi»ment from federal funds at a 50 percent 
niatching;\ate under '^administrative e^tpenscs." The -service^ authorized were to 
help recipienti^ achieve self-care, self-support and personal independence, and to 
strengthen family life. Only those services provided by the sta fi of the state ior 
local) agency administering the state plan w^^re to be .federally reimbursed. . 

The next statute to become a Social Security Act iandmark-. for public social 
services was Public H7th Congress, enacted in July 1%2 by persuasion that 

social S€'rvlces could be utilized successfully to halt the poverty cycle whose* niost 
Visible manifestation in the United States is welfare dependency. ''Prevention or 
reduction of dependency'* was added to the goal under which services would bt^ 
providtxl Eligibility for services was. for this purposes extended to two new? broadiv 
defined categories of persons called ''former" and ''poU^ntial rtNiipiejit^ oi^ cash 
aasiskince the federal matching shar^ for these services was mcretised to To pi^r- 
cent (to include the training of p<^rsonnei employed, or preparing for employment, 
by the st<lteror local agency) as an incentive, for statt**^ to undertake or mcreiiSi?i^ 
services No U»ss significantly i?)r the fatun* of public social si^rvices, the state 
aifencv was for the first time authorized to entex^into agreements with other sUite 
ugencU>s (such its health and vocational xvhixbimm^n) for services which could be 
''more tH:onomically': provided by these agencie^^hu^ was -purchase of st«rv;ce 
introduced into social servicx>s programs under the^ial SiHruritv Act. lntert»stmg- 
ly, thtf House, Wayjf and Means? Committei^in 1U62 "anticipated that such purchase 
would be reimbursiHi on a ciise-b3/^as<' basis." y , *• , ■ i u' . a * 

Six years later a third major policy change occiffrtni m the boc^ai rK>curily Act. 
Whereas the 1%2 amendments v^istly expanded the base for iH-rvices ehgibUity (the 
consumer market), the January Um amendment's (Public I.£iw 248, IKHh Congress), 
broadeneti the market for providers b>' i^stablishing authority lor states to purcha*^ 
st>rvici>s outside the circle of stiite agencies. A strong Impetus ior this new contract- 
inij authority was the simultaneously enacti-d WIN (work incentive) program work- 
r€>gistration requirement, which included mandatory child care and other supportive 
services It was dt^-mt^i that the public s^x'tor could not ryiicxi upon to provide 
directly air the child care and other support services necessary for largt-scale work 
programs for welfare rtKMpients; therefore, it would be nf^ess^iry to purch^ise some 
services from the private s^H:lor ' ^ . 

■ Thus in the space of twelve years the Ongress, out ol concern over wellare 
demmdency had: (a) expandtni S<K4al S^'curity Act authority for the ex{HmdUure of 
ft^derai funds for social servicf?s to current rt^Mpierft^s of cash assii^Umce by providmg 
for such Si»rvict^ to bi* extended to low-income famihes and uuijviduals (former and 
potential weifare recipients) as well; (b) broadentni the st^rvices mandaU? from the 



promotion of self-«upport and lielfWe and the 8treagtheningK)f family life, to 
include the prevention and reduction of dependency, (c) opened the marketplace to 
private and pu'blic providers of ^r\'iee», in addition to direct service provision by 
tha-stafY of the public welfare agency; and.(d) encouraged the states to utilize this 
authority hS agreeing to reimburse *3 out of every 4f4 spent by.^tes for these 
activities uncIuding4the co«tj| of administration and staff training) without ^ fixed 
doUar limitations. 

During much of this period, federal agency staff exhorted, and kasisted, states %n ' 
developing artd extending their social service progran^. Not aut^Jrisingly, the ccua- 
bination of statutory authority. federal4evel advocacy and state office interest in 
federal funding sources uitimateiy resulted in very rapid increases in st^te ut^za* 
tion of (or plans for)' this long dormant funding source. The most dramatiQuiy 
. incj*eased and well-publicized expenditures during the period 1%S-1972 were Uie 
result of some states' action to shift corits of various instit^tion-basedjprograms for 
mental heaitivand mental retardation, corrections, and some education from pro- - 
grams from their traditional, solely state-funded status to the f^ral/state 75-»26 
matching rate for services authorised i)y the Social Security Act 

At thu federal level a number of actions were then bi^n to curb what some 
policy makers thought •of as uncontrollable" spending for Social Security Act 
services. Milch of the fiscal alarm related to the fact that servioes were, at that 
time/ authorized under 'the Sociiil Security Act cash assistance titles which are an 
*'open^nd'' authority to match allowable state expnditur^ with federal dollan. 
The use and abuse that could be imagined were literally endl^- Federal actions ( 
began to bear fruit in October of 1972 with enactment of P.L. 92-512. That statute 
(the general revenue sharing act) fixed a $2:5 biUion ceifing on total federal expendi- 
tures for social service under the several Sodiiji Security Act cash assistance titles, 
and restricted 90 percent of those federal funds to expenditures for servicee for 
family' planning, child day care, fofeter care for children, mental retardation serv- 
ices, and services f9r iilcoholism and drug abuse. , * \ t j 

The $2.5 billion limitation on federal expenditure for th^ serviced, whieh would 
be ciitrried over to Title XX in 1975 and r^ult in some program, impacts undreamed 
of in * 197^, was riiade available to stat^ on a simple, populatiori-base^d formula, 
unrelated to relative proportions of welfare recipients or other poverty criteria- At , 
the tinie services were ''capped/' five or more states were already swmding at or 
beyond their allotted share of the funds on existing^ in-place services. This fact, too, 
was ta produce a substantial frustration of many expectations for Title XX. 

In February 1973, the Department of Health, Education tod Welfare published 
proposed rules to implement the 1972 ^'ceiling'' in Public Law 92-512 and to other- 
wise tighten controls on the expenditure of federal funjis for social services. Revised 
regulations were to contain the program by prohibiting the use of privately donated 
funds for use as the sUtes' share of the 75-25 matchinflrtte for services; by 
telescoping the time period defining ^'former*' and "potential" welfare recipients 
from three and five yeafs, to three months and six months, respectively; and, by 
tightening eligibility, accountability tequiremSots and conditions surrounding pur- 
chase of serviciis by the *'single state agency^fxim other public and private agen- 
cies. , / t ■ 1 L 

State and local elected officials, program admmistrators. advocacy groups, labor 
unions, national organizations, and public as well as private non-profit provider 
agencies rallied against the proposed regulations with a deluge of communications 
directed both to HEW and members of Congress (wetl over 200,000 Ipieces of mail 
were answered by HEW alone). Objections, both to the regulatory proposals and to 
the effect of the statutory 90-percent targeting on^current recipients, were based on 
the argument that existing services would be severely curtailed or eliminated and 
hundreds of thousands of persons relying on those services would be hurt by the 

^^ressure generated by the public outcry ultimately derailed the regulatory reyi- 
sions proposed in 197^5. Congress twice enacted amendments to the Social Security 
Act to prevent their final promulgation. It became evident then to advocates and 
federal administrators alike that sul^tantive program legislation would be required 

satisfy those who wanted to preserve the sjervices in their present form-^r to 
expand their scope— and those who perceived a need to restrain^ the growth of 
federal expenditures or to prevent transfer to thifederal povernni^nt of traditional 
state responsibility for institutional care of the mentally ill or disabled, delinquent 
youth, pret?chool education or fester care maintenance costs. 

During 1973 and throughput 1974,' federal agency officials and Congressional staff 
worked with much the same coalition of natiorta4 groups that had assembled in the • 
spring of 1973 to defeat HEW's proposed regulations. This was a j>eriod of continu- 
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ous shaKng. debating, reahiiping^ negotiating, dificussing, and re-negotiatmg leigisla- 
tive propxiBals for federally funded social services provided under Social S^urity Act 
authority. In the course of thetse events,' the locus of prografn i^po^sibihty for $Z.5 
billion in federal funds dedicated to social services would be fundamentally cban^. 
States would not only define service, but wcJiiW decide wher^, how much, and to 
whom those services should be provided.^ The federal executive agency would be 
granted explicit responsibility for assisting states with their pn^am coiilent and 
administrative rejaiiirements newly established for TitFe XX; for collecting naUonal 
data; monitoring^mpliajnce with statutory procedural requirements and program- 
related proscriptions; and, no less importantly, for providmg Congress with ongomg 
evaluations and one special overall evaluation' of Title XX services ai>d operations. 

nUeXX: Thi^ statute ' ^ ' ' 

Title XX services are, by statute, goal directed. Public Law 93-6^|authoFized 
appropriations for the purpose of epcouri^^ing each State, far aMfcactiCable 
under the conditions i^ that State, to furnish services directed at tJi^goa] of— 
(1) achievitig or maintaining economic "self-support to prevent, reduce or eliminate 

dependency, or , ^ . ^ r r* 

^2) achieving or maiJataining self-sufriciency, including reduction or preventi^i^^ 

dependency, or ' , . . ^ i -t/ ^ j u 

(8) preventing or remedying neglect, abuse, or e)?ploitation of children and adults 
unable to pvoUxt their , own interests, or preserving. i:ehabilitating, or reunitinij 

families, or / , , r *^ 

(4) preventing or reducing inappropriate institutional care by providing^ tor com- 
munity-based care, home-based care, or other forms of less intensive care, or 

(5) securing referral or admfesion for institutional care whi?n other forpis of care 
are not appropriate, or providing services to individuals in institutions. 

But, out of the issues which form the political and prog ram nriatic. « background ol 
Title XX, these additional objectives emerge:^ ^ 

To forge a new, Hexible instrument through ..which states could rationalize the 
design and delivery of social services, in accord with the needs of their citizens and 
within the policy preferences and constraints unique to each state, by: 

Eliminating from the new statute the previous requirement for all service to be 
available "statewide" and providing fhstead an dption for st^itc^ to select substate 
areasiwithin which different mixes of services could be provided; 

Eliminating the authority formerly held by the Secretary to approve the sUites 
social services plans and to seUriorities by mandating services for various recipient 
^oups (the- Secretary continuel^to have approval authority for the states iitle A A 
administrative plans)— and instead permitting those decii^ns to be made by states, 
so long as three services are made available to SSI recipients, and the program 
fifciudos at least one service directed to at least one goal in each of the tive goal 

categories; : -^ ,..t_ir-- 't 

Prohibiting the definition of services by the Secretary and instead detimng in law 
those activities not considered to be sei-vices for purpost>s of Title XX; • • 
% Consolidating administration of Title XX and Title V-B;child weltare services; 

Establishing an open-end authbrity,to fund training directly related to the states 
Title XX program of services. - ' j . - ' *i 

^ To ^>ncourage a move toward universal "access, to services, and to significantly, 
loosen the tie between Social Security Act seryices and public welfare program. 

objectives, by: ^ , - t • * 1 1 c 

Allowing eligibility for services on a fee basis tor F>ersons with incomes up to lit) 
pt^rcent of the sUUes mtxli*^ui income, and without a fee for individuals with income 
not in excess of 80 percent of the state's median; • • . - . . V J 

Eliminating %^tegorical eligibility for "former' and ^potential 7^;\P>^"^^ ^ 
ji«srstanct^*and providing instead for automatic eligibility for SSI, AFlX., and Medic- 
aid recipients; i r » t ' u 

Plstablishing information and referral, protective serVices (and family planning, by 
later amendment) as univers^il servict>«, available at state option without regard to 

client income. , , * , , , ^ <j * 

To encourage comprehensive state planning, through which J^tates would deter- 
mine the social services needs of their citizens, set priorities, allocate resources, and 
provide ^or purchase services iq meet those needs. For this purpose an annual socia 
services proj^am plan would b<.« required, to include the following plan-related 

^^l>^scription of activities underUiken by the sUU? to deU^niine the neJds of all 
residents for services, as a part of the st^i* s^tvIcqs plmi development; » 

Description of how Title XX servic^ would be coordinated with other federally 
funded services programs; ) 
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Dascription of['planniDg, evaluatUm ^iiid reporting i^viiifii .to be ^carried out 
under the progr, 

/ Display of servfeas by geoipraphic areas, eli^pible groups^ s^irvkoft goak, pianni^ 
expenditures: ^ . s ' 

To encourage states to involve the public in the development of the services plan 
ai>d. to provide a mechaniam'^or ^xountability (o the public for expencUtureft <^ 
services dollars, by: 

Providing opportunity for citizen review of the annual services plan, and by 
requiring a 90-day comment period, on proposed plans, and explanations of where 
changes were made on final plans; / . 

Requiring that both proposed and final plans' be published and be made available 
to the public. [Note: two additional public accountability features— a mandatory 
annual report on the services plan and an independent audit of Title XX expendi- 
tures—were eliminated in cxsnference between Congressional committees just prior 
to passage of Public Law 93^-647,] 

To draw a boundary around social service, to distinguish them from other hum^ 
services and to protect the Title XX social service funding base from unint^c^ pr 
inappropriate utilizations, by: 

Narrowly limiting drcumstano^ under which payments may be made for board 
and room, or medical or remedial care (th^e are cpnsi^er^d^ basicaHy to^be income 
maintenance Und healtli dervices); / 

Prohibiting payments for services provided by stafT of imtitujtions (this was 
deemed to be a ^tate function and responsibility); . , 

Prohibiting payments for educational services which are free and generally avail* 
able in a state (here, again, routine education and training has be^ considered a 
state r^ponsibility)"; 

Prohibiting payments for foster care maintenance and, for emergency shelter in 
excess of 30 days (income assistance). 

To specify a federal role as gufde and helper to the stat^ for social service, and 
as monitor and .evaluator of the r^ults social services supported through federal 
funds are producing, by: ^ ' 

Establishing a statutory requirement for the Secretary of HEW to furnish awist- 
ance to states for program content and management functions; 

Calling for an 'tmnuai evaluation of Title XX programs, and a special evaluation ^ 
approximately two years after enactment of Public Law StS--^?. 

To further a national policy aimed to prevent or reduce institutionalization 
personsr who could more appmpriately be served through less intensive forms of care 
at home or in the community, by: 

Establiijhing this ^'prevention" policy as one of five Title XX goals for^ services; 

Reinforcing it through prohibition of u^ of Title XX funds for reimbursing 
maintenance costs and staff services involved in institutional care for mentally ill or 
ratarded persons, for juvenile delinquents or adult offenders. 

To identify, as a national priority, protective services for children and adults in 
need of such pi'otcction, by: * 

Establifihir^ the . prevention or remedying of abuse, neglect or exploitation of . 
children and adults as one of the five Title Xa goals; 

Providing that xprotective services may, *at state option, be m^e available to all 
persons who need them without r^ard to « income' or other qitegorical eligibility 
criteria. • 

With explicit goals and implicit objectives such as.thc^ suggested above, and with 
a clear potential for serving as the centerprice for social service systems in the 50 
states, Title XX was launched in the summer of 1979. Its first year problems were 
lej^on. For example: there was widespread a misconception that Title XX was a new 
program with new money and few fetters— when in fact it was a well-established 
progr am operating under a permanent $2.5 biHion ceiling, with fedefral expenditures 
in the year 1975 of more than $1.9 billion— and when, in fact, 14 states were already , 
spending Title XX dollars at of near the limit of their federal-funding allocation. As 
a second example, Piiblic Law 93-647 required publication of the initial ''proposed** 
Title XX services plansi-by July 1, 1975 {-firtal plans were due by October 1 that 
year), less than six fnbnths after the law was formally enacted and less than one 
month after final regulations Had been published — which produced in all states^ 
|:omprehensive annual services program plans far below the mark that oughi ideally 
to have been established as a planning precedent, and standard, in . the first year. 
And. as a third example, a few weeks before the October 1, 1975 effective date for 
Title XX services, child day care pro^ders in some states began confronting Con- 
gress with the argument that day care standards incorporated within the Title XX 
statute would cause child care center^ to close t^ir dooi^, or to turn away Title XX 
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recipienU*, if ihenQ ^iandardH were to be implemented on the first day of the first ^ 
Title XX prc^rara year— which comprf%5d Congress on .October 21, 1975 to alter ♦ 
certain standar4« and delay implementa^n .of others, after the fact. 

Despite its problems, or perhaps in parb^HJause of them, Title XX !>as raiaed the 
awareness of millioniJ of people to the eitistence of publicly funded social services 
and to the state they can, and do, have the future of th*^ Servian. 

Mr. Bkrge. In the State of Wisconsin, the title XX prograrn has 
come under really increasing public scrutiny and public criticism 
over the past 3 years. The main reason for this— a number of 
reasons exisfi, but the main reason for this has been the way. we 
Have maintained and administered the program in the State, in 
that we have really offere^ to the public a very broad array of ' 
services with very liberal eligibility criteria attached to them. This 
in the face of declmipg resources, declining real dollar resources 
for the past number of years has caused a certain credil^ility gap to 
be felt on the part of the citizens of Wisconsin, the legislature, and 
others in the State in terms of the. real value of title XX services, 
addition to that, the planning process has had some difflcul- 
ties, and the reliability and relevancy of that process 'to the local 
level wher^ the services are actually delivered is questioned very . 
frequently^ * , 

The State of Wisconsin is taking very active steps at this time 
and is mvoived in a number of areas that we will hope to address 
and resolve in the State. We are presently taking a look at the 
possibility of establishirig some State-mandated priority . services 
which 6ach county must by statute deliver. 

At their caption, at county discretion, if this system would be 
Instituted, the counties would be able to at their own discretion 
establish additional services to that base level of services. 

We ai^e pursuing the possibility of instituting statutory require- 
ments which will mandate the minimum standards for public par- 
ticipation in the planning process. That has been another weak 
Spot, ^ 

In addition to that, wq, are trying to address the problem of the 
vagueness of the title XX service definitions by instituting a pilot 
project at this point an* hopefully a statewide system shortly to 
institute a system of hunfan services classification which will clean 
up and standardize our definitions. 

We are also attempting to establish a more meaningful manage- 
ment information system which will help the administration of the 
program at the local i^vel as well ^as meet the Federal require- 
ments for reporting. 

The point I am trying to make is that we ai'e attempting several 
things at the State level Some of the things we feel need to be 
done, however, are going to have to be done in consort with the 
Federal effort. That is what we are here to talk about. 

The No. 1 issue, as Mr. Coler talked, about, is obviously funding. 
With a program that has maintained a ceiling for the past number 
of'^ears in the face of rising prices and inflation, this is a major ^ 
problem. * ' / 

The State of Wisconsin would also recommend that the tempo- . 
rary $2,9 billion ceiling be made permanent at that level, and 
additionally, that a $H00- million increase for fiscal year 1980 be 
adopted to raise the permanent ceiling to $3.2 billion. 
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f, * in aaaitioii, some kind of a process^ tied hoi>efuIIy to tiie Coiisum- 
er Price Index, would be put in to offset future inflation; 

Funding is, of course, a very difficult thing in the f^ee df nation-' 
al ttends toward*cutting back services. We realise that, but we fed 
V that if -nothing else, we must try to k^p pacfe with the inflatiocary . 
^ increases that we have experienced. 

!^ow, not all of the issues are funding issues. We fe^l there are a 
number of important issues in title XX that we can address that 
have little or no fiscal impacts, no fi^^ involvement attached to 
them. One of the thii^ we would like very much to see> that the ^ ' 
; States be given the flexibility to be able to .do a better ^jcd) of 
synchronizing the title planning proc^ with the lobal plan- . 
nihg process. At the present time in Wisconsin we have adopted 
our title XX planning proc^ on the basis of the State's fiscal yea^^ 
Oiir county agencies operstte on a calendar fiscal year. That has 
' contributed to the credibility problems and planning problems for , 
title XX in Wisconsin. ' . . ' 

S<), we would very much like to see the States have the option to 
\ tie the title XX planning process to the county fiscal year. We 
tiKink that would make a lot more sen§e at the local level and 
would make the planning process much more real for the local 
level. • / 

Tied cksely to that issue is the question of whether or not we J 
could' extendr the present annual planning basis tp a multiyear 
basis. We feel that this again would be very raeaiiingful to the piart 
development and plan administration proc^ in thg States, so we 
would recommend in this area that the title XX statutes be amend- 
ed to allow the States the option of 2-, or 3-year planpin^ 
options as opposed to the present annual option. 

Another issue which we would like to see addressed in the title 
XX proposal is that of extending the emergency shelter care pro- 
gram from its present inclusion of only children to that of adults. 
An Wisconsin we are currently undertaking and eicperiencilig a 
great deal of development of such programs as programs for bat- 
tered women. We would like to see us have the flexibility to in- . 
elude a piece of that prJg'am under the auspices of title XX, and 
we feel that extending tlfll provision to include adults is a realistic 
and Aieaningful one for us. 

I would like to make a couple of comments on title X^JLtraining. 
The issues with title XX training I do not think are exclusively tied 
to the issue of whether or not there is a cap. The, cap is an . 
important issue. The State of Wisconsin would oppose, an all-inclu- 
sive cap at this time, especially at the 3-percent level, because this . 
would serve at this point' to cut lis back considerably from our 
present level of expenditures from title XX money. 

The concept of^a cap itself is not quite so bothersome as how the 
cap is determined. We would like very much to^see any cap that is 
considered be based on some kind of a well thought out iftld equita- 
ble formula, based at least to some" extent on not only the percent- 
age of the title XX allocatioii for the State but also based on the 
tfack record and funding experience that the State has maintamed 
and proposes to maintain for title XX training. 

In addition, however, to the cap issue, there are a number of title : 
.XX training issues that we would like to see addressed. One of 
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them is in the area of the time fram^ for training. feel like the 
, . present requirements mandating the length of time for trailing id 
^w-.-^ reimbui^ under title vXX are riot realistic, and are not very 
workable in terms of providing meaniiigful ifaih^ 
our local provider agencies. 

We would also like to some thought gi^n to Ipokiiig at title 
XX training policies in general, attempting ttJ cl^ri^ some of the 
policies arid attempting to make a little bit i6ss rigid some of the 
* interpretations of policies that are relevant ax)id r^ted to Title XX 
training. . . . . > > - - 

Mr.' Coler talked briefly about the possibilities and the ne^ for 
some set-asides of title XX training imoneys to be directed at man- 
agement improvement. We feel thSs also a major issue and one 
has to reemphasize the fact that unless training moneys are set 
aside, it is very likely that demand for direct services to persons 
who rie^ those services is going to overcome and outdistance , the 
demand foV improvement in niahagement of tfie programs. 

Those are really the issues we wanted to bring to the commit- 
tee's attentipn. We feel they a:re very ^ important issues, and that 
title XXsis probably at a very critical time in its histdrical develop- 
ment, at least in Wisconsin, and I am quite sure this is the case in 
other States as well. 

I j^ppreciate the time the'' committee has given to listen to my 
remarks, and would be happy to r^porid to ^ny questions you 
might have. 

[The prepared statement follovs^:] * 

Statkmknt of Gerald* Bkkgk, Dxrkctos, Milwaukee Rkgional OmcK, Statk of- 
Wisconsin, Department of Health a'sd Social Ssaivicss on B^alf Of thk 
National Council of State Public Wklfasi: Administkators 

This^testimony on Title XX Servis^ is beim presented on behalf of the State oT 
Wisconsin and Donald Percy, Secretary of the Wisconsin Department of Health and 
Social<Services. Secretary Percy is a member of the National Council of State Public 
Welfare Administratons. I want to efxpr^ to the Committee the' appreciation of 
Wisconsin and Seci-etary Percy for the opportunity to present our views on this 
important subject. It is my hope that the information which Tollows will be of value 
to the Committee in iis deUberations. ' , 

The Title XX social services program in Wisconsin has been increasingly criticized 
over the past three years. Most of the criticism has been that the scope of services 
and the diversity of target groups included in the State Plan hav^ been too broad 
relative to availa'ble resources from the inception of the' program, and have expand- 
ed each year while real resources decline. This has put the counties in the position 
of having to provide designated services to members of the broadly tiefined eligible 
target group requestitig services until available funds are exhausted. When the 
money runs* out, local tax dollatii must be used or services . have to be reduced. 
There are additional problems; . , . \ 

1. The State Title XX Plan is an overlay on the more important plannmg and 
budgeting procejis which occurs at the county level, complicating and confusing the 
relationship between state and local planning and budgeting. 

2. The role of the county in the development of the State Plan has been iU-defined 
and relevant public participation at the local level has been lacking. 

3. Unrealistic' citizen expectations for a broad array of social service^ m the 
context of inadequate and decreasing resources and planning problems have result- 
ed in frui^t ration and numerous' diffiCuUie^^in local prc^ram administration. . 

Wisconsin is determined to lake aggressive action to streamhne aiid rationalize 
'the delivery of social services to its citizens. We are currently engaged in: 

I Exploration of a system of identifying priority social services and target groups' 
for which co\inties would be mandated to make provision m their local planning and 
budgeting prcjcess. This approach would include an additional designation of option-, 
al services which could be added to thos4> mandated at the discretion of the county. 



2. The design of a state mandated process of public participation in plan develop- 

3. The piloting and eventual implementation of a Human Services Clafi«incation 
system designed to specify and sharpen current fanwi social services definitions. 

4- "The dmign and implementation of an improved mana^ment information 
system for sodial services wjuch will meet the 'prograca management requirements 
oftheFederai, State and County levels, ^ 

While Wisconsin clearly realizes the need for r^luUon of Title XX problenis 
at the state level, there nre a number of issues which must be addr^sed here in 
Washington. On these issues, I present the following, discission and recommenda- 
tions, - " 

FUNDiNG. 

* Not surprisingly, Title XX fundin^J levels have become more and more of a 
problem since the $^.5 billion ceiling was set in 1972. Inflation has resulted in an 
estimated 20 to 30 percent erosion in the buying power of the social services dollar 
between 1972 arid the pr^nt. This decrease in real dollar value Has contributed 
greatly to tha frustfation with the Title XX program . discussed earlier. Valued 
services have had to be*cut back. At this moment Milwaukee Gounty,.,the largest of 
Wisconsin's 72 counties is proposing to amend two Title XX services,. Supportive 
Home Care and Day Services, out of the State Plan, Milwaukee County,, in only the 
first quarter of tlie budget year, is projecting such significant deficits in social 
services programming that they feel compelled to terminate client entry into tHes© 
needed ser\aces for the elderly, the disabled, and emotionally troubled children. 
Other Wisconsin Counti^ are experiencing, similar funding problems, , 

Wisconsin has, since 197JJ, claimed every Title XX dollar available to it and -has 
appropriated significant state dollars for Title XX services beyond the levels re- 
quired for stsite match. Many Wisconsin count|^ appropriate local tax dollars at 
levels above match requirements for social service^. The inflation-caused funding 
gap continues to grow. 

Wisconsin recommends that: (1) Title XX be amended to make permanent the 
current temporary ceiling of $2.9 billion, (2) For fiscal yeaf 1980, the ceiUng be 
permanently increased by $30€r million to $3.2 billion, (3) Begihnmg fiscal year 
1981, the ceiling permanently increased to a level off-^tting the $500 million— 
$800 million i-nilation-caused erosion of Title XX funds, and 4) B^nning.m fiscal 
year 1981, a permanent Consumer Price Index funding escalator be included in the 
Title XX law to off-set inflation. 

^ PLAN SVNCHRONIZATFON . 

" Currently, Wisconsin*^ Title XX Plan is Federally required to be published and 
filed on or before July X of each planning year. This conforms with the state fiscal 
year but 6 months out of synchronization with the couoty system of calendar 
year' budgeting. This haAin effect, caused us to do a double planning proc^for 
each year. Planning costs Wney and has again contributed to the diverting of Title 
XX dollars a>yay from service provision. This has also focused critical attention on 
the effectiveness and credibility of th^e entire Title XX planning process. As a result, 
the planning and review process has been seen by many as an interesting orocess 
but irrelevant to meaningful social services planning, especially at the local level. 

Wiscdnsin recomi?iends that the Title XX law be amended, to permit the states the 
flexibility to makp the Title XX plan development process fit the county fiscal 
calendar year date^. . 

V MULTI YKAR PI^NNING OPnON 

■Wisconsin believes that the edibility and relevancv of the Title XX planning 
process could be further enhanced if tlie Htatoa had the option oi' developing, the 
required plan on other than the current annual basis. This issue is closely tied to 
the one discussed earlier concerning plan synchronization. The fiexibility of muUi- 
year planning coupled with a plan tied to the local county plannmg and budgeting 
cycio would greatly improve the process and strengthen plan development, 

We specifically recommend that Title XX be amended to provide states the option 
for either a one year, a two year, or a three year planning cycle for Title. XX 

EMKHliKNC:Y STIELTEK CARE 

The current Title XX law allows the provision of emergency shelter services for 
30 days to provide protective services for children. The law does not allow for the 
provision of similar services to adults. This has been problematic to the fundmg of 
needed programs recently developing for ser^'ices to battered women. 
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Wiscoiuan rocommendM that the current Title XX ^ day emergency shelter for 
children provision be amended to include mdults. 



Proposed revision of Titie XX training reiguiationi includes several important 
changes recommended by the state adniinistratorsi^d) minimum time requirements 
for diort'term training, ^2) description of the t^pes of institutibns, agenciaj and 
individuals eligible for reimbursement for providing Title XX training, and t3) who 
is eligible to be trained undfer Title XX. Publication of these revisions was anticipat- 
ed in Octdser 1978, but controversy on budget control issues has delayed the 
. issuance of the needed r^^latory changes* In addi ti on, a cap on Title XX training 
^ expenditures has been j^roposed. ' 

Current Title XX training regulations are a problem to the states. Vague policy, 
. uncertain policy interpretations, and inflexible guidelines have undermined effort* 
by the states to responsibly and efiicientiv implement Title XX training programs. 

Wisconsin recommends that: (I) The Administration review Title XX training* 
policy 40 eliminate unclear policy, internal contr^ictions, and inflexibility, (2) The 
new training^regulations 1^ the states choose the type of training delivered, short- 
range training time frames, and the types of personnel to be trained^ and (31 States 
be permitted the latitude to fund training for management-level provider personnel. 

On the issue pf the proposed- funding for training expenditures, we recommend 
against setting a permanent all-inclusive cap at this time and instead suggest that a 
cap be placed on training expenditures, but only for training c^er than in-service 
training for public agency and p^vider personnel. Wisconsin do^ not oppose an 
eventual cap on all training fur^ds after a period of experience with funding man- 
agement'Ievt^i personnel which would serve to strengthen management in all i»ocial 
service- to |mmote effective, efficient use of funds. Any such cap should be based 
upon an equitable formula considering the level of Title XX service funds and the 
stateV training fund expenditure pattern. 



The State of Wisconsin feels that the Title XX program is currently at a critical 
point in its historical development. A lumber of important issues' need attention 
and resolution: . — 

1. Funding allocations should be altei:ed to oiT^t the inflation-caused erosion of 
the Title XX dollar since 1972, Permanent inflation off-set factors should be built 
into determining the ceiling levels, adjusting for ongoing inflation. 

2. The Titles jpC program should permit the states more flexibility in synchroniz- 
ing the timing of Title XX planning with that of the local planning and budgeting 
process. • > 

3. States should be permitted mulU-year Title XX planning options. - 

4. The 3Ckiay emergency shelter provision should' be extetided to include adults, 

5. Title XX training policy slibuld be clarified and simplified giving the state the 
flexibility to effectively manage Vhe training component of the Title XX training 
program. An all-inclusive cadjjni training funds should not be set at this time. 

These are currently the moBn^^ issues regarding Jitle XX services. The 

State of Wisconsin is in the proWw of initiating a number of prc^^ram and planning 
changes at the istate an^ local level which we feel will result. in the more effective 
delivery of quality social services to those who need them. It i^ our hope that the 
recommendations that wl». have made for changes at th^ Federal level will be given 
s€»rious consideration. I would once again like to express the appreciation of Seci^ 
tary Percy and the Stati* of Wisconsin for the opportunity to;be heard dnd would 
like to thank the Committee for its attention. ■ 



Mr, Gorman. Thank you very much. Mr. Rangel? ■ ^ ■. 
Mr. Rangel. I have a question for the gentleman froiPlllinoiSi 
Mr. Coler. I notice that the local government, in terms of AFDC, 
pays nothing while it is fxO-SO between State and Federal How 
long has that been? , 
Mr. Coler. The formula for AFDC? > 



Mr, Rangel. Well, as it relates to the/State assuming all of the 
non-Federal share, . • 

Mr. CoufR. I am sorry, but I don't understand your question. 
• Mr; Rangel. In many States with AFDC, is the non-Federal 
share paid for by the States as well as local governments? 
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• 

Mr. Ck)LER. Right. 

Mr. Rangel. f noticed in your State there are no 

Mr. CkiLSs. Qh, in Ulinois we have a State-administered system. 
We do not have a county welfare system as in New York State 
where it is State supervised and locally administered. All the work- 
ers in the Illinois Ltepartment of Public Aid, which adfniaistere 
AFDC and income maintenance, as well as my department, which 
provides .services, are employees of the State. There is*no county 
system, , . v 

Mr, Rangel. There never has been a city or county system? 

Mr. Coj^R* That is correct. There is a very small county system 
that provides minuscule amounts of funds to people in certain, 
kinds of desperate need. Ti^t harkens back to days long gone by 
when people used to get a pair of coal and that kind of thing from 
locaji government^ but in Illinois, as I s^y, it is a State-administered 
system. > s ' \ 

Mr. Rangel. Thank you. 

Mr. CoLKK. I am sorry that I did not hear your qu^tion the first 
time. ^ 
Mr. CoEMAN. Thank you very much. Your testimony has been 
' helpful. 

Is Ms, Norma Bork here? - ^ . 

Well, . our next panel will consist of Dee Everitt, member, Govern- 
mental Affairs Committee, National -Ass6ciation for Uetarded Citi- 
zens; Thomas Bankston, executiye director, UCP, Metropolitan 
Dayion, Ohio; and Robert Gettings, executive director, National 
Association of State Mental Retardatioii Prc^rara Directors. 

STATEMENT OF THOMAS E. BANKSTON (EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 
UNITED CEREBRAL PALSY OF METROPOLITAN DAYTON, 
OHIO) ON BEHALF OF THE UNITED CEREBRAL PALSY ASSO- 
CIATIONS, INC. 

i Mr. Bankston. Mr. Chairman, my name is Thomas Bankston, 
executive director, United Cerebral Palsy of Metropolitan Davton, 

Ohio, and I am 'here today representing United Cerebral Palsy 
Associations, our national association, j 

. The other persons with me are Mrs. Dee Everitt, who is a 
member &( the National Association for Retarded Citizens' Govern- 
mental .Affairs Committee, and Mr. Robert Gettings, executive di- 
rector, National Association of State RJental Retardation i^ogram 
Directors, Inc. 

We have submitted prepared statements. We would like you to 
consider them as one. We ^have talked- among ourselves and we 
support the po3itions of e^ch other. We vould like to talk briefly, 
each of us, about oin^r two items. 

Mr. Gorman. All right. All* the statements will appear in the 
record in full. ^ ^ " 

Mr, Bankston.. Thank you. ' * 

In our prepared statement, we have recommended several 
amendments regarding title XX. First, we w^nt to commend you; 
for the position you have takefi in proposing $3.1 billion for fiscal 
year 1980 and the 7-percent escalation factor for fiscal year 1981. 
We encourage you to consider the continuance of this 7' percent 
escalation factor in the years following 1981. If we are to meet the 
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needs of title XX client^ with the increased costs that we da have, 
this w«I be needed for each year.' . , • 

In our prepared statement, we^escribe the title XX experiences 
of the United Cerebral Palsy of ifhcftinati, Ohio, and United Cere- 
heal Palsy of Columbus. Ohio, but. we in Dayton also have an 
experience with title XX contracts dating back to March 197b, and 
more recently we have experienced a rather severe cutback due to 
the unavailability of fun4s in Ohio for contracted senates. 

Part of this is due to the holding of costs for other programs 
under title XX resulting in.iiepleting the moneys available .under- 
contracted services, which in Ohio Tiave dropped now trom 
million down to $39-miliion in the a or 4 years we hajffe been.in the 

^^F^^instance, with our United Cerebral Ealsy in Dayton,- we have 
a contract to provide services for adMlt day. care, for special trans- 
portation, for health-related services and foster care for severely 

disabled persons. ,,. -, ^ ^ *u „u^„*^ 

We werfe planning with our welfare department, throughout 
August and September, a renewal of our services contract amount- 
ing to around $200,000. However, we found that they would only 
have around ,$50i)00 to expend for our services, aiid later on in 
December theV were able'to allocate an additional $21 000, and by 
January another $26,000. . with the total beipg $97,000 against a 
projected expenditure of $200,000 for services. . 

•As you cAi see, thi^s means curtailments as far as we are con- 
cerned. Mr. Chairman, translated in terms of services and perspns. 
To- us it will mean an average of about 18 disabled persons ^ day, 
will npt be able to come to our center and will have to ren>am Qt 
home Gompaced to service? they received last year. . : - 

Our services under title XX have grown from approximately a ^l 
average 'daily attendance in our center to approximately oO right 
now So there is a need for the increased moneys under title XX. 
We commepd.you for your position taken. We .urge you to consider 
the permanent escalation factor. ' r j 

There is another problem with title XX that we are aware of and 
it is the earmarking of 'funds for a particular population . 

United Cerebral Palsy Associations was part of the Social Serv- 
ices Coalition that brought about title XX.^ We were instrumental 
at that time in articulating the needs of the handicapped and we 
presented testimony at that time. There were two assumptions 
made very very early. We still subscribe to those. One is that there 
would be no earmarking of funds, the reason being that if one 
soecial group were to have earmarked funds, then ot course it 
op^ns the door f6r many other special groups that have to compete 

^for earmarked kinds of funds. , a* . u ' m u..,,^ tv.o 

The second assumption was that each State should have the 
opportunity to meet its own ne^s rather than being told at what 
level they would be. So, in terms of earmarkmg oi fund.s for child 
dav care services, we would oppose that. 1 . 

There is consideration for adding emergency shelter under title 

' XX We would \)e in favor of the emergency shelteH However, we 
think that there would have to be additional money^ made availa- 
ble for it If we take on the additional service of emergency shelter 
under the present funding level it really me|n^ cutting back-serv- 
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ices already in the program. So while we endorse^ the addition, we 
do have reservations about it in terms of the funding level itself; 

Finally, part of the regulations concerning the donated funds 
agreement that makes title^ XX work as a partnership between 
both public and pi;ivate agent^ies requires that donors, in contribut- 
ing moneys, that the funds be controlled by, the State — in our case 
the welfare department— as assigned by the State and that the 
donor could not then in turn receive these moneys back , except that 
, U this would^ be an independent decision on the part of the State, 
If we look at this in terms of histoiy, this could ftiean that 
. agencies contribute moneys to the State for this purpose and then 
receive those moneys back, and tl^y would always have in question, 
whether or not. it is an independent decii^on on the part of the 
State. , . ' . , • 

Itf is our feeling that all of these considerations should . be dis- 
cussed up front; the definition of the population to be served should 
be up front an(^ the services to be provided and actually a donation 
can come directly from the provider of the service. Ours is a. 
voluntary health organization and a nonprofit i)rgariization, and we 
feel that is the way we should do business, and that we shoul^ 
haye the right to do so. We are unaware pf any opposition to this . 
proposeii revision. In fact, we expect later a representative from 
United Way .to be talking about this, and we would e](^dorse their 
position. . . ■ ' ' 

^.We think h6 will discuss it in "even greater detail. ^ 
,With that, if there are no questions, I would Hke to ask Mrs, Etee 
Everitt if she ^ould make a pre^entetion, 
; [The prepared st^itement follows:] 

Statement of Thomas E. Ramcston, on Bkhal^' of t^f. United Ckrebral 

Palsy Associations* Inc. # 

Strongly believing in the need for a Title XX ceiling which grows in proportion to 
inflation, UCPA opposes the JI.R. 2469 permanent cei}ing of $2.9 billion and en- 
dorses the approach and concept contained in H.R, 2724: an increase in the ceiling 
■ to billion for fiscal year 1980 with a 7 perS^nt inflation factor. We. respectfully 
suggest that the concept be expanded slightly to include the addition oFlin inflation 
factor to the ceiling each succeeding fiscal year. , > 

Assuming that earmarking of particular population categories or service activities 
v^ouid destroy the sociai>3ervices movenient, and* supporting the need for States to 
be given flexibility to determine how their Title XX allocations will &e spent. UCPA 
opp<^?y the J I. K. 2469 provision preserving permanently the special, allocation of 
Title XX funds for child day care services. 

TWough fully , accepting the appropriateness and desirability of the targeted addi- 
tion of emergency shelter to Title XX, UCPA believes the addition should only be 
made ii the ceiling is further increased to^iciequately' finance these services. 

Believing in a strong public-private sector partnership in implementing the Title 
XX program, and recognising the tightening of finances for social services caused by 
the ceilings UCI^A recomm&nds that ail statutory limitations be removed to allow 
non profit provider agencies to directly participate in the donation of funds as state 
— matching. ' , " ' 

INTKODlK^nON TITLK XX .^NO IHTA SKKViCF^S TO PKKSONS Wmi blSABlUHt^S 

.United Orebraj' Palsy Associations, Inc. appreciates this opportunity to address 
. t*he issue of increased funding for services under Title XX oithe Social Security Act. 
Many of our nearly. ^60 UCPA affiliates across the pation serve individuals with 
cerebral palsy fi^hd related disiihililios through* programs receiving Title XX funding; 
and It is no uffderstatement to maintain that without thi,s vital source of jsupport " 
many of^- our programs would have to.be curtailed or discontinue altogether, 
causing tremendous hardships to the thousands of consumers we assiM daily. Ap- 
pendix Qne contains a sample survey ^igting of UCPA ai'filiates with Title XX 

: ■ " ,. I ' ■ 



■purehase of service contracte. TiUe XX Jias-^Soihe a msjor fujaijdng aource of 
procrams for the severely and multiply disabled.- ( - _^ « 

m bfajectives of our statement are' threefold: (l)>Caieraoiistrate the importance 
bf Title XX *5daJ serviMS in supportiag pereoi^ with moderate and severe, dwabil- 
ities, (S) to cite several situations in which penKms witlv cerebral palsy ar« being 
, deprived of needed services ss a direct consequence of state retrenduaent in l\Ue 
XX policies and programs, and (3) To advocate several amendments to l\Ue 3iX 
whiclTshould assist the program in becomii}g even.moi;e reap<ttu«ve. to persons with 

'^^OOPA^trofiHiy BuppdrUi the public-private sector cooperation and partnership 
which has evoi^ in tlie Title x5 program. We believe it is beneficial to^ietyjor. 
covemraent to recognize its responsibility to its citizens m need, such M the dis- 
abled, and provide sufaetaritial and steady funding. for social services. Equally, we- 
believe that the private sector, particularly the voluntary non-profit ffroyw, share 
this responsibility as an advocatiB of solutions to societal problems and directions tor 
change,^ a responsive, coramui^ty-based provider of services, and as a communUy 
r^urce to financially complement and supplement social sevmcm program^. The 
social services needs fi^ the disabled are immense: one sector alone cannot fully 
implement the necaisary solutions.. A partnership is therefore both necrasary and 
desirj^le. ' . , * * " ' • 

.5iEiiS K)R A PtauiANtoT. INCREASE IN ' ' 

' One of the primary programmatic goals in the di^^Uity movement to^y is to 
orevent unneceetery institutionalization and provide rjsidential and other commu- 
nity living alternative^ to institutions. The freedom and opportunity to ch0j«e 
where toTive in the oommunity is the overridiiig objective tp th«^ efforts. Social 
setvi^ are intended to assist disabled individuals in meeting the needs of everyday 
^imr and to obtain access to-other resource. They include such services as counse^ 
in« day care iid adult activity centers, sp&ial transportation, information and 
referral outreach, social-developmental, recreational, and attendant care/home- 
m^er Activities. Financial stability is curdal to providing a quality community 
pWram for pe^ns with disabilities/ A Title XX ceiling which gfows /n. 
TrSJ^io^to inflatio'irV vital to ensuring fmancial and pr<«rammatic stebihty 
tlnfertuiiateiy, our experiences over the past two years have demoiistrated ^e 
instability, of Title .xT supported programs given an inflexible and no-growth 

National Governor' Association report oSpBtate resjSonses to former Repre- 
iieritative Donald Fraser's^ Title XX survey indicated some unfortunate program 

'^"flToftS"!? stages responding, 16 had terminated or reduced purchase of service 

'^(ffi'Stes had deliberately revised their eligibility criteria to limit the number of 
participants in a' progmm or had specifically ^ not changed eligibility criteria to 
^ominue to include pS)ple who become ineligible as a function of increased public 

,'^S1"]toKarsimpiy eliminated specific sen4ce Worie«. The- NGA survey 
stat«J that "these specific st^rvicfe cutbacks have usually taken 1^ lace m the ari-as 
affSting the handic^ped (developmentally disabled, mentally retarded, and men- 
tallv ill) the elderly, and protective services for children and aduits. 

Thi NGA survey d^-ume^ that Title XX programs for persons with disabilities 
have been^iscontinued or cutback in Colorado. Idaho, Kansas, Montana. Nebraska. 
Npw Joniev Ohio, and West Virginia. . . , ^ 

Ou#oTp organization has s^tYered from these difficulties; two' examples from 

Ohio will demonstrate these problems. « r<-r * ac/ui n/m H„Hcr«t 

'UCP of Columbus-Franklin Counties. Two-thirds oTthis affiliate sS6(K),000 budget 
is eompc^Ki of Title XX contract reimbureements. As the result of Ohio s decision to 
divert Ss away from urban areas the affiliate wiU be requir«i to curtad or 
dilcont nufservicis to many of its clients (cf . Appendix II) A mlefinition of adult 
K c^rnmoosed by the state in a'n effort to re/uce ite Title XX commitment even 
&er wi^inate senfices for 174 of the 2«) adults currenUy served by the 

^UCPorCincinmiti. BecaxiBL^ like aTfiliates of man^ voluntary health a^ies, this 
airUifi^k bu%et relies heavily on Title XX monfe*. it« programs a^ ser.ous 
Spm^y Approximately $mm, or one third of iU total budge results fron Tale 
WSract activities As a cohsequence of a 3K percent rollback m Title XX 
fundS for nShon County (cutlv^m an expected $6,1 million to $;i8 .njyhonUhe 
Sato's budget suffered a $75.(MK) loss ■ ifi revenue, resUHing m .Hignificant; staff 
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reductions and truncati<m of its adult pr^^^ram (cf. Appendix III). On a broader 
plane, the county as a whole suffered Qppflling cuts in iM li)78 » social i^iric© 
programs, of which ti;& fbllawin^ are indicjtti\^: ^ ^ 

^' ■ ... ■ 

. Prc^[ram and percent of fiscal year 1977 budget ' ^ 

Adoption Services *. 88 

Legal Services...*. ^ . 9 

Special Services for Blind .... ^.jk. , 59 

Development Services for Disabled Children , 41 

* Health and Related Service ^ ^ ; 67 

Disabled Adultii...,. ^ ; ^ " 52 

Without adequate financial backing no sodal%ervice program^ whether adminis- 
tered through public or voluntary nonprofit^enci^ will be able to meet ti^ needb 
of persons wjth disabilities^ or indeed anyone requiring sSch asei^ 

Strongly believing in the need for a Title XX ceiling which growi^ in proportion to 
inflation, UCPA opposes H.R 2469 which proposes a firm $2.9 billion ceiling for 
fiscal "years followirig fiscal year 1979. UCPA specifically endorses the approach and 
concept contained in H.R Z724: an increase in the ceiling to $3.1 billion for fisca- 
lyear 1980 with a 7 percent inflation factor added for fiscal year 1981. We would like 
to suggest that the concept be expanded slightly to include the addition of an 
inflation factor to the ceiling each succeeding ^scal year. Without specific Congres- 
sional action, the effect of H.R 2724 will be a no-growth ceiling ^r 'Htle Xa in 
fiacal year 198^ . " ' . 

. CHIU) DAY CARE SKT ASIDE . * 

UCPA opposes the H.R. 2469 provision preserving permanently the special alloca- 
tion of Title XX funds for child day care services. 

UCPA was a participantlh the original Social Service Coalitioa which developed 
Title XX. Two assumptions were ^sential to th^ deliberations: (1) Earmarking of 
particular population categories or service activities would destroy the social serv^ 
ices movement and program as each group would then insist on their own earmark 
and (2) States should be given the flexibility to determine how their Title XX 
^ allocations will b§ spent based on the particular needs within their state. If the 
Pandora's Box of earmarking is opened, representatives of the nation's citizens with 
disabilities will have to ^vocate for a separate set-aside. We did not oppose the 
temporary set-aside of funds for the purpose of assisting in Federal Interagency Day 
^ Cai^ S|andards Compilanc^; however, we strongly oppose any permanent set-aside. 

THE ApnmON OF EMERGENCY SJ{L%TER 

H.R. 2724 specifically targets and adds a new Title XX service — emergency shelter 
''provided as ^ protective service to an adult in danger of physical or mental injury* 
neglect, maltreatment, or exploitation/' not to exceed 30 days of support in any six- 
month period. This is a most appropriate Title XX service for many persons, 
including the disabled. There have been cases of inappropriate deinstitutionalization 
- efforts" for developmentally disabled persons who do not liave proper follow-along 
and support services; emergency shelter would be beneficial 

Though we fully accept the appropriateness and desirahiiity of the targeted addi- 
tion of emergency shelter to Title XX. We have some reservations stemming from 
its finincial implications. As a newly targeted priority of the 96th Coitgr^, one can 
eJcpect a lafge percentage of any ceiling increase* to be allocated to this service. 
Given a small increase or no increase, as is proposed by H.R 2469, the effect of 
adding emergency shelter would be no grx)wth in existing service areas. IJCPA 
recommends that the ceiling be further increased beyond the $3.1 billion as pro- 
■ posed \r\ H.R. 2724 or $3.15€ billion as proposed in H,K. 1666 to adequately finance 
emergency shelter services without hurting other existing services. . 

mVATELY DONATKD FUNDS Ais SCKJiAL SKKVICIjIS MA'IVH 

We have previously stated our belief in a strong public-private s^tor partnership 
in -implementing the Title XX program. Appendix Four reviews th^ evolution of 
program utilization of privately donated funds as Social Services m^tch. 

In a June, 1978 National Governors' Association publication (''Social Services: 
Three Years After, Title XX: A Report^ On The Impact Of Public Law 93-647 On 
State And Local Governments" by reter S. O'Donnell) it is estimated that at least 
50 jiercent of all Title XX dollars are currently used to purchase services. This 
approach allows state officials greater flexibility in targeting specific programs to 
specific needs and sidesJteps obstacles created by bureaucratic systems. It also 
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strengthens the public-private partnership m> ei^ential to theprpgrkn^^ UnfortUMte- 
ly, this same study cjonclfided: '*M state* have reached their Ti^J© XX funding 
ceiling, many of them have looked to purchased gervic^ as th^ fiirst stm ta cut 

- back - ' ' ' ' \ ^ ' ' ' 

These situations are reinforced in an Octdber, 1978, Urban IiwtituteVtudy 
Services: Federal Legislation vs State Implementation" by Bill Benton, ^Tr^y Fie^ 
and Rhona Miliar): **Perftape ,th© moet dramatic shift brought aboutjxy TiUe XA 
implementation is the drarsAtic increase in |Hirch^ . . (which) are now 

the predominant mode of service delivery nationally/ This study docuctented that 
53 i^rcent of 1977 Title XX expenditures were devoted to purchase-irftervice ar- . 
rangements; of these, 32 percent were allocated'to nonprofit private agenci^. 

eiearly, with the tightening- of finances for social service caused by tnte ceiling, 
the public-private partnership has been strengthened. However, existing UxAitaUons 
on the use of privately donated funds aa Title XX match have created\ severe 
problems of uncertainty, confusion, and apprehension r^ardii^ the appropriMene^ 
of purchase-of-service arrangements when the non-profit provider (xwitnbute^fiwme 
mongy either directly or inditectiy through a third party, such as a Umt©d\Way 

""^^^mhrnte these ambiguities UCPA recommends that ^i statutory limi^tions 
be removed in order to allow non-Jirofit provider agencies to donate fimds dire^uy^to 
asaist iri meeting state match requir^menta, • . \ 

: ' CONCLUSION 

The Title XX program has been instrumental iri creating the momentum\ for \ 
enhanced local service delivery, and as a r^ult millioi^ of individuals have benefit- \ 
ed from federally supported social aei^ce activities. As a r^uU of federal efforts to 
date the essential components of a successful system-the staffing, faahti^, ^uip- 
nient, clients-are already in place. What is lacking is the assurance that^ the 
programs so enthusiastically and effectively begun will have the fundin^^. t^ey 
re<juire to continue. . / ' , 
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UCPA AiTILIATie TIXLE XX PUKCKASE 



Affiliate 



VC^ of Ki4-St*tB Kiln*, 



rmbruary X, 1979 
Kat imated Amount 



$39,000 



Day c«r« pxo^x'^P for cJd.l4}:*n 
•^tional d4v«ibp8Mntj and 



$63,000 



0£»l|)rsh*nsivc dcv^lopuwntal. ^ 
s«rvio«k p£0^r«jii for all aq« 
qircups includirxi social voxkf 
qacuptitioii&l therapy, and 
'iJsyeholQgieal earvic« as«>hA«i«. 



UCVA ol mv York State 



S400,QOO 



Hoie^kctr sGrvIcas fox 85 for- 
rmi r«sid«nt« of ViIlo%«bix>oX 
(state infitiiytion) vh<p n<^ 
livs iji 32 su|)«rvia«d apart- 
Kwnts thrpM^hout N«w York 
City'n Civa boroughs* 



IKTA of Pittstbuiqh, 



Vi\7M RI'^tON III 



difiablcd Adults. 



■UCl'A of PhiiadijlpMa, 
Fwjtftsyl Vfinia 



$280, QOO 



5;p«s:lali;ied day care program 



jiro<fram for »«v«;roly du?nijlcd 
children {»nci Ailult^. 



V. 
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XXirA of airmiuyiiujs. 


$30,000 


CoiR«>reh4J0Siv« dev«iop^ntal pre- 
school p£CN|r*a .MiJ>hasl2inq phyiic«lf 

Adult Activiti«s pr(^f««« • 


r-; • 




UCP of^l^^t cent ml 


S&i,200 


T ~— ■ 

i)ev»i(^l^ntAl pi'«-Bch6»oi prosrtia for 
' 14 chjMrftn 4ZKi Adult dmy cmta pro- 
(;rA«( for C A«luXts« 




• 




$50,000 


«dult Activlties-^Kogx-as. 




\ 


DO* of \ioxth CarviiitM 


$272, COO 

" ■ ' . V ■ ' 


DKVeloj^t^iitai pt«-«c)>ool pixK^rACR; 
iMirvic«« proqr«« including 11 tiSAlUi 
&nc<>, 3) services to Rs*«fc sp«clal 
thrwf;h thcrai>e-utic gro^AP ffarviMJi, 
■ * worker «tti-vici?» to onMl^l* individuals 






CoutifcitJtf, Ohio 






, . ^, ... 




^■ 




Ariul t day care program for 200 








Acquit dny c^ire ^nd relAt«d ts«iBpor- 





IK T 4>i' CinciruutL i , 

Ohio ■ 



^,1 lU, 000 



NiMlt d«y clr** And udiilt worX aqtivi- 



C(.>mjtr<'ht'o:^ivt.' child and adult day 
pi iHj i.vhil: .1 iu: 1 vw] i nt^ , t r jncj c) rt ut, iOn . 
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i«^iUr«d A«I^Its for Uw pucposos of 
' 1)^ pr* vaulting vmn^CAsiuuy ii^tltvt* 

^ ticnAlisAtioA, 2) Allowing oth^r 
M i^rioAc in family th* opportunity to ' 
work, 3> iMkint«iniiH? ^mtmyr j^'kI- 

4^ «valu«tln9 th« individual both 
physically »ociologic«lly for « 
\ pliftc©m®nt in Vocationil ii«h*biIit»tion 



< 



iHCjnf R>:cxojT vii 



$06,000 



Physic*! support- ««rvic«ii>/ food ' 
vicMj ff^ciAlissd trAn«port«tion, 
aivj «ctiviti«8 of daily living 
trair^iing tor ^6 savsraly p^V^^ally 
4it<abl»d p«r»oii« Who rtaida in a 
coBBHinity living jurran^wMut pro^asq!.. 



Work activitiws prograa^ for 15 p«^- 
»<xsa a«t«n^in^\ i>y Vbcatio«al K«haX>i- 
litatiori too asv«r* for oo^ploy^nt 
ori«nt«s<3 K^rvioss. 











•r 




IKT uf the .*5icnix f^sifjite, 
s'ioux i>XI«, ijouth Dukota 


- A 


$2, las 


Translpoi tilt ion tiaxvicAU for adults. 




. -. m 




$11,505 


I^ra-vocAjLonal tralninq aarVlc^a for 
ttMV&^tfly diskblttd adultfi. 



Satsjjltt Survey found None 



lies' of ploTf** Tounty, 
f 



Work KHd noci^l «Oji^tnK»nt. tr.xlninc; 
Tor Fjf\in«iy disabled i*<hUt» in- 



Aftili^taB Ito^iorLiiiq TitU' KX QontvAu-ta En' SJoir^pIu Survey' : lu 
Total t^uiabar. Of UCPA Af'filiat«»i ^!?7 

Titia XX Cofitract Suppott Of S^:T^ple^ Purvey AffilUttiss §3/101,441 
Total 1978 UCTA AffiU^^ttt Qov«fn»antal Jncocia! $4U ,177 , D'M) 
Total 197B l)CPA AffilU^*? 'incomJ: 576 , :>D1 , UOO ■ 



fUark«" Rosji,. Director 
Government;^! ^ti vit.ies a^nmitten 
l&iited Cerebral oy Assori.-^tioni , inc. 
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/ Fund Cutback HuBTb PAiinr Vkt^^ 

(By Stephen Berry ^ the Dispatch staff) , 

many cerebral palsy victims in the Columbus area will "^t at home and rot'' if 
the Ohio Department pf Public Welfare (ODPWi foUows through with its plan to cut 
Franklin ^unty's share'^bf federal Titl^ XX money, a Urdted Cerebral Palsy ofSficial 

says, * * r 

Approximately 200 cerebral palsy victims pjarticipate daily adult programs of 
the Uhited Cerebral Palsy of Columbus and Franklia County Inc. (UCP)* 2144 Agler 

Rd. ^ , 

But the center fac^ the dim prospect of trimming iU servi<^ if Uie county s 

share of Title XX money is cut, Eugene Cuticchia, execuUve djrector, said. 
One <^Iient, Jim, 28, works in the center's print shop 2Vi days a 

calling cards, graduation announcements, and othsr nc^ces. He earns ^ to ^ a 

month. - V . - t * , , , / * . - ' 

Jim also learns from instructors bow to cope with death, budget his own money, 

and socialize with otiiei«. He independent' on the center's fleet of 12 leased vans for 

transportation because he is confined to a wheelchair- tt- -i^i 

Although Jim can communicate with oth^^s, his speech is umntelligiWe and he 

has limited use of his hands. . / ^ ^ ^^t. t.- »r 

Cuticchia said Jim is lucky, though, because he lives mdependently with his wife, 

who has a part-time job. If Title XX money is cut back, other clients might not fare 

'1 have other clients Who, if Title XX isf cut, will just sit at home and rot," 
Cuticchia said. if .. ,^ ^ ■ , . rmi^i 

The ODPW plans to cut the Franklin CS^inty Welfare Department s shap of Tit^e 
XX money by about %tli million next fiscal year. And, if smaller counties begin 
spending more Title XX fun^ Franklin County's share of the social services money, 
could decline by as much as $5.2 million from its present levyl ^ , 

Of a projected 1977 budget for the aduU UCP program of $611, /93. a healthy 
$421 852 is needed from the federal government thrbi^h Title XX to maintain the 
pregram, Cuticchia said. The balance of operating funds comes from the Umted 
Way allocation and donations. ' ,^ . . » ^ ' a 

•^Everyone has a right to work, recraation and self-improvement, Cuticchui said. 
^ Wre trying to fill Uiat void in these people's liy^." ^ : ^ 

The center, which has a waiting list, currently serv^ approximatelj^iiuu muiU-' 
'handicapped persons. The crippling disease is caused by brain or 

TALK-ON SaiOOLS SCT ' ' ' 

State Sens. Michael Schwarzwaider and Theodore Gray and State Reps. Lawrence 
HughS and Mack Pemberton will speak at S p.m. Hiursday at the Board of 
Education office, 465 Kingston Ave., Grove City. They will disucss ^hool legislation 
and school funding, other nervous system damage before birth, at delivery or early 
in life. While cerebral palsy strikes early, most of its victims live normal life spans, 
Cuticchia said. < - • ^- - . .i. *-i 

Most cUents, who rtoge in age from 18 to 70, .wiii.ren^aio in the pr^ram until 
they die, move out df tlje community, or perhaps enter a nursing home, Cuticchia 
said . < 

Eighty of the 200 clients are confined to wheelchairs and thus depend on the 
center's vans for all their transportation needs. The vans Uke them to and from the 
center, shopping, to health clinics, and other chores such as for banking. 

Because of transportation problems and ^rchiteStural barriers in the commumty,. 
few of the center's client^ ever find* jobs, Cuticchia said. Six person&Uns year got 
part-time jol^ cleaning the center under a maintenance contract Cuticchia n^otiat- 
ed. It was 4" unusual case. j • r^n 

- Cuticchia s^id a l(Nperc«nt cut in Title XX money would mean reducing the 70- 

member staff by eight persons;,: fe< example. . , ; \ t . 

" 'It's immoral, an injustice to take a client out of his home, give him programs, 
and then take them away," Cuticchia said. ''It's taken us five yearfi. to build up 
clients to where they feel like first class citizens. There are just not enough private 
dollars to provide the services mandated by the government and need^ by oyr 
people." 



TITLE XX DISASTER 



To know what the recently arjnounced - cutbacks in Hamilton County's Title XX 
funding signify* it i§ almost necessary to know Ed Jones, 



Ed 13 a man in>i» early 20si ccaifuied for life to a whielchair. He has cUfficulty 
gpeakirs^, ^ough never thinking or emoting, which id why he cherishes his pro- 
grams at the United Cerebral Paisy Center, rive days a week Ed tak^s a course in 
Tetter-writing; he checks siik<€M:r^ed Quistmas cards for ink spills, and he swinis 
and bowls, 'nirough the Center, he finds some fulflUment in life. 

Now, because of unanticipated and enormous cuts in the monies that pay for 
programs such as these, people like Ed may ^be abandoned. Less than two weeks ago, 
state officials announced to local welfare workers that a $2.5 million sla&hing of the 
original $().3 budget for fiscal 1977-78 is virtually irreversible. 

Title XX. to recap the omipleic legislatic«i, is an amendment to th'^ Social Security 
Act that deals with social services for the aged, blind* disable and their families. 
Passed , in January 1975, it provides federal dollars for the'^^tes according to 
formula based on population arid^per capita need (three federal dollars for every one 
state and lo^ dollar). But— and fifere's the kicker— it is a reimbursement program. 
Only afWr the state has spent the money can it claim reimburg^ment from the feds. 

In the first two years that Title XX money was Available in Ohio, Hamilton 
County tried to ©itaiflish carefully the needs for various services before committing 
any dollars. Like much of Ohio, the county did not spend ali^bf the Title XX money 
immediately available to it v . 

^ For fiscal year 1976-77, Hamilton County was allocated $6,263,000. By March of. 
1977, however, when allocations (or the next fiscal year were being set, the county 
was still perfecting its methods. It knew, what it was going to do With Uie money, 
but it had not' actually committed all pf ii ' . 

. So what happened? Stat^ officials looked only at expenditure through* March, 
presumed that Hamilton County was not going tq use all of its funding and chopped 
its future allocation severely. - • . 

By the time Hamilton County learned what h^d^happened— on July 1, the first 
day of the new fiscal year— at least 33 t0ommunify Cheet agepcies and 12 non-Chest 
. agencies had made important funding commitments for the coming year. These 
commitments were bas<^ on th^ assumption ti^t the new allocation would apjprosd- 
mate last year's $6.2 million. » 

Since July U Chest and local community officials have oeen scrambling to patch 
up the damage, but without succ^. Unless temething dramatic happens, Ed Jones 
may well see some of his program' cut, and any future, Ed Jones miay remain locked 
• out " ^ ■ 

What hurts the most, according to Community Ch^t spokesmen, is the size of the 
local cut— '38 percent— when comparable counties in Ohio received little or no cuts. 
Lucas County (Toledo) lost 13 percent of its funding; Franklin County tColumbus) 
lost 15.6 percent;/ Quyahc^a County {Cleveland) lo«t none. Local' agencies have been 
penaKzed, it app^rs^ fo^ exercising caution in the expenditure of federal funds, 

What will hapifen? With financial jiiggjfng, some prayer and the possibility that 
other Title XX recipients won't use all the money tiiat is rightfully theirs, Hamilton 
. County may Jimp through until May- But unless the state reallocate the county 
will not fulfill its commitments through June. 

In fairness,/ the state should reallocate right r?W, and put an end to the uncer- 
tainty.^ If, a^65ther year, more of Ohio's 88 counties claim enough so the largest 
recipients njkiist be cut again, so be it, ForeknoWlodge will aljow time to a4just. This 
time around, Hamilton County is stranded. ' 




•January 28, 1969 

" (bHX)* JX^nAted private funds for 
s«rvico« i»ay be cansiders4 an. .5tat« 
funds' in cloimisig Federal' reimburse* 
i::^nt where such f undi^ are : 

(i) Transferred to the. State or local 
aq«ncy arvd' under its admii^istrativti • 
control? an4 v 

(ii) Donated on a unrestricted basis 
(except that funds donated to support 
a particular kind of activity, e.g., 
day care, or to airport a particular 

^kind of activity in a nained costsnunity , 
are acceptable providofii the donating 
org^izatidn i» rtot the sponsor or 
operator of the activity being 
funded)-. 

{2) Dofiatttd pr^ivate funds for - 
services may not be considered .as 
State • funds in. claimincr Federal 
xeimbursorsent where sucii funds are i 
(i) |tontribut€^d funds which xovert 
to the donor ^s facility or use. 
. Ui) Donate^i funds which are, ear- 
marked for a 'particular individual 
or for mongers of a particular or- 
ganization. " . ^ . ' ' 



i;yoLUTX(^ OF pRivA'n:i;y "donated fukds 

> ' AS SOCIAL SEKyXCES MftlX^ 



^ ■> ■ ■ . 

Septeraber 11, 1972; : 

Senatori I^«fiell LoQ«f (LU . -, 

and Herman. ^JalEvadge (GJU ^ 

floor debate €m Social - ' 

■ S«rvij:e»' Ceiling on ^ 
' P,t* 92-512 Revenue 

Sharing Act . ■ ^„ 

senator Lo^vgs **...Soi^ States have even- 
gone, so f&r &s to formally appropriate 
private. funds-like UGF, aud so forth-so 
they vill qualify tcx Fedora:^ taatchin^f 
sioney. ' 

Let me oo^lain thAt last item. Money 
. donated to the United divers Fund, or 
what ig calliNi in some places the Com- ^ 
munity Ch^st would be run through the 
State or local goveitiasent for the sole 
purpose of ,having it snatched with three - 
f-.^mo g u such. ^e<leral.sioney. Itoough 
this device I the. $tate gets three Federal 
*■ dollars for every dollar p^^t 4^to it# 

Soffw people vho contributed to the 
United Givers Fund or tho Corrtnxmity Chest 
are in tl\e 70 percent tax bracket/ 
tlie United Givers , uses the' social ^^^-^ 
vices device to wiltiply the' fuhds 3-<;o-l. 
Then^ Mr. " President,- the State agency' CK>rv»- 
tracts back to the lilted Givers Fund td 
•pro'vide the service. So ^y take the 
• CosTjnunity Chest money, pas* it to the 
State, tlion the State picks wp Federal 
.jaatohing and gives it back." 



February X^^, 1973 

Proposed D^ISW Kagiila'ti<^s ' ■ ■ 

"Xiojiated private ^funds or iji-kind 
c«\tributioii» »ay not be cc«\»idt 
cred as the State* »• share in 
cl&ij&ing Fedetfl reisibursesa^t* ** 



S«n«to3: iiila&aget it'iiot tru« that" 

St«t«s Hav* *l»o qom «o f at .a« to^ ■ 
formXiy i^pj59pj?riAte private funds, Xikm 
Uiitod Giv«r« FwS^ And so fis^j^, 90 
that thoy ViJU^U^liS^ F#d#^ja^*iit<:h- 



>iay^l, 1973 

Final DIIEW Regulations 

"(a) Don«t«d privste fund« for smxyicms 

may be considered d$ St&tc funds in 
claiming Federal roimburses^nt whers 
sucli funds are: . 

• (15 Transforred to the State or local 
agency &nd und«r its 'Administrative 
control? and 

(2) Donated on an unrestricted basis 
(oxcept that funds donated to support 
a particular kind activity, e,q., . 
day car& services, hm;emaker services, 
br to support a. particular kind of ' 

. activity in a named cotrununity, are 
acceptable provided the donating 
orqoni^ationMis not a sponsor or 
operator of the tyi^ oi activity 
Jxjinq funded) . 

(b) Donated private funds for sjer- 
vices ntay rfot be considered- as State 
f;^ds in claiiiung Federal reia^urse- 

^•nient where such funds are : 

{!) Contributed funds which 'revert 
to the donor's fatility or use. 

<2) t^natod funds which are ear- ' 
irarkcd for a particular individual 
or to a particular organixation or. 
mfc^mbers t)jereof . " 



October 3, 1973? - " 
Section 1130 U) (20) 
of S. 2528' ^ . 



isolated private fun4s...fbr servicers shaH^ 
b<x. considered as State fw\ds in olaimng^ 
Federal* reisibursetaant wh«:pe' sucsh funds are 
transferred to the ^State or .local agejncy' ^ - 
and under its adjalndstrativw cajn-erol »nd 
are donate o;^^ an unrestricted ^>asi5 (ex'* ' 
cept t)^a.t fundus donated to support a per-.^ *i 
ticular kind of aot^ivity in nasaed com-' 
Siunity shall be acceptable) 



October 3, 1974; • 
Seotioa 2(K>?(a3<7) C0) -^^ 
of g, 4t?82 ■ 

r»)b ]j;>ay»ent nay b# swdSs under this 
» se&tipn any State With respept 
to a^y expenditure... 
" (0) wHioh Is »ade f roii donated 
private funds, unless suc^ fuMs- 
(i) are transferred to the State 
and are under it* administrative 
control,, and 

Ui} .ar'e donated to tj:ie State 
without restrictions as to use , 
\otijer than restrictions af^ thf 
services with respect to which the 
fuT^s- are -to be ueed ij^>cse« by a 
donor who is not a spc«isox or 
operator of a pro9ram to provide 
those services / and/or the geo- 
graphic area in which tlis services 
with respect to which the contri'^ 
butiocx is uA*d are to' be provided « 

Uii5- do i«5t' r^vi^rt to the donor * 
facility or use if the don(»r is / 
other than ^ <)onproCit org^isi^-/ 



P.t. 93-647 

SQgti6ll 200a^(»i) (7) {D) 

IdQr^ic«l' tQ 4082 .as 
introduced 



CruHQ 27*, X975. 

Final PHEW Ragulationu • . . 

• ' ' ' U\ . " • " ' 

< ^Tunds debated frosj^p^lvata sourcei ' ^ ' 

for Mrvicet or »dsdnistrativ« tunc- 

t:ians in^y 'bo considered ^c: State fund^ 

in claiming FFP only wii«ra lisuch funds 

il) Trancfora^fltd to the State oi* local 
agency and uru]er ^ts admini»trativ« 
control?' . 

(2) Donated to State, 'without re- 
strictions as to uaQ, othfer thaj> i-estric'-- 
tions as to the services^ adniiiistratioh 
or training witU re^spe'ct to whic|v the 
funds ar« to 1^ usetl impcced by a donor 
who is not a sponsor or operator of a 
program to provide thosa s«rviceg, or 

,th« geographic .ares in vhich the' B«rvic©s 
with respect to which the cohtrii^ition is 
used are to be provided; and 

(3) Not used to purchase sorvi^ces frvm^ 
tho donor uhloi^s the donor is a '^nonprofit' 
organi^iAtion or c\n Indian tribe, and it • 
is an.liiidqr'cndCLiit decision of tiiiL^stota - 
agency to purchai^e services from the 
donor. 

(b) For' purposes of t'sii^ P*irt, a voliw^- 
tary federated fund-raising organization 
is not considftrcd to be a ciponsor or 
operator of a soJrvice facility, and sieia- 
bor agencies are considered separate 
autonotiKJus entities so long as control 
by interlockliiq board membership or other 
meQHfi does not exist. *^ 



February , 1979 . 
Proposal ■ . 

^ flhsrs . ahould b« a ch4i9«/^n thft 
current . 1 av and a aijibai^^ucnt 'change 
\'in th« regulations which Vill r«c- 



'09ni£« the us« 
iin the d«li 
CCS «cnd wli 
prdfit ag( 




private funds 
f Title XX «arvi« 
oWs provider non- 
to directly pa rti- 



'«%ip<!^te in the/donation of fund*.* 
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Clarke. Uoss, Director 
Governmental Activities Office 
United Cerebral Palsy Association!, Inc. 
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STATEMENT OF DEE EVERITT, ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL , 
, ■ ASSOCIATION FOB RETARDED CITIZENS ' 

Mrs. EvERm'. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My ijame is Dee Everitt, and I am from Lincoln, Nebr. I am 
pleased to have this opportunity to t^t ify on behalf of the National 
Association for Retarded Gitizens..! am the pai^nt of a 26-year-old 
mentally retarded and multiply handicapped daughter who liv^ in 
^ our home and attends a work activity center funded by title XX 
dollars, . ^ 

For the benc^t of new^ members, the National Association for 
Retarded Citizens lis a voluntary organization which represents our 
country ^s 6 million retarded people. We have 1^900 Ick^^^ units, 50 
State units and approximately 300,000 members. NARC's testimony 
is endorsed by the Epiley^y Fouhdatidh of America\ the Association 
of Rehabilitation Facilities as >yell as the United Cerebral Palsy 
Associations, Inc. arid the National Association of State mental 
Retardation Program Directors. \ 

NARC urges passage of legislation which will provide predictable 
increases in, the title XXj^ograni over the next several yeark We 
support the ix>sition of UuFin this matter. \ 

I would like to point out that a major factor, often overlooked is 
^ that without an increaseVin titje XX mioneys, Stat^ are unable\to 
maintain sufficient numbers of comi^tent staff in the programs 
currently being operated under title XX The quality of staff in 
title XX programs has declined in many. States because of saiarieSy 
that have been lowered or frozen. The. capping of title XX training 
funds for staff training will also further complicate this problem, 

Mr. Chairman^ H,R. 2724, as Weil as the administration's propos- 
al, adds adult emergency shelter as an allowable expenditui:e 
under title XX. NARC supports this new program, but only if there 
is an expansion 'in funding to. $3.2 billion. 

P4anning and evaluation at the present afe^not good in many 
States. It is difficult for States to retain competent planning and 
evaluation staff, expand management capability, and develop infor- 
mation systems. It presently is done at the expense of direct sei^- 
ices. . ' ' , 

NARC has recommended that Cdngress confer with the States, 
HEW, and appropriate national organizations and jointly develop a 
specific legislative proposal to insure comprehensive, effective 
. social services, program' planning, and evaluation. Such a legisla- 
tive proposal might include providing States with funds outside the 
title XX services' ceiling for improving planning and evaluation 
functions; providing a percentage of any new services, funds, as a 
set-aside for planning and evaluation, or providing a higher Feder- 
al match for these activities. 

Title XX training funds have been discussed a great deal today. 
NARC strongly .opposes '^capping'' of 'title XX training funds, \yhich 
is being proiK)sed by the administration. The proposal of 3 percent 
pf the States' title XX services allotment for training of staff ap- 
pears to be the result of an arbitx*ary decision made by the adminis- 
tration. Staff trdtining is tlie key -to effective intervention in the, 
complex problems that confront the recipients of social services., 
Much effort has been expended in the last 2 years by many groups 
to modify the title XX training regulations to provide more.efl^ec- 
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live and appropriate training programs— however, to date the 
modified regulations have hot been published by HEW. 

NAJRC entourages Congress to make its will known regarding 
the timely publication of these regiilations. If a cap on title XX 
training becomes necessary, NARC proposes that the ceiling <xniy 
be imposed after the administ^tion conducts and publishes the 
result of a. study on the effectiveness and or abuses of the training, 
funds, this would enable the Congress, the States, and thfe general 
public to make a reasonable determination regarding an appwpri-' 
ate ceiling for such funds- 

NARC endorses the concept of pe^rnitting biennial planning. We 
do not support 3-year planning cycles, Thre^year planning cycles 
could result in limited flexibility for the reallocation of funds 
' within ^States. - ^ * ' 

NAI?C endorses a strong, effective citizen participation- proc^ in 
the title XX program, but questions the efficacy of requiring states 
operating on. a 2-year planning cycle to allow for additional public 
, comment on the title XX service plan for a period of at least 45 
days immediately preceding the beginning of the second program 
yean ^ 

Without specific language clarifying the purtibse of the public, 
review, it could hgAubjoct to misiriterpretatiorr a^ 
meaningless pape?f5fei'cise or conversely, extensive annual review. 
Either one couW defeat the purp<^. NARC recommends the pur- 
pose of the review be clarified or removed, 

ti the area of child welfa(re services, NARC supports the conver- 
sion of title IV-B to a $266 million entitlement program, ^e spe- 
ycifically ^endorse H.R. 1291. NARC would like to offer two provi- 
^ sions which woulci strengthen the bill as it relates to the needs of 
handicapped children. ' ^ 

Fihu NARC believes the definition of child welfare ser\dces con- 
tained in H.R, 1291; which specifically mentions haridicapped chil- 
. dren, is an irriix)rtant ste^lSn the right direction, but requires 
further expansion, possibly through report language, if it is to be 
truly responsive to the child welfare services needs/of handicapped 
children. ^ 

NARC recommends that language added which states that 
child welfare services include servic^ directed toward: 

Preserving, promoting, and sitrengthening the ability of families to care for their 
handicappi^ child at home and preventing or reducing inappropriate institutional 
care by s^^curing, training, and monitoring foster family care for handicapped ch,il- 
" dren and by providing services to handicapped children in faster famiVy placements. 

It is our experience that Federal >uman service programs are 
often not made available tq. mentally rigtarded and other disabled 
citizens ui^ess the authgrizin^ statute explicitly expresses their 
needs. — / ^ 

Our next point relates to payments to foster parents for services. 
Foster family^^m^^J^TrrDbably the single most appropriate alterna- 
tive to institutional care for most young, severely handicapped 
* children. Many, if not most, institutional placements could ^ be 
avoided if carefully recruited and trained foster parents were avail- 
able to substitute their nurturing for that of the incapacitated 
natural family, ' ■ 




NARC believes that both the training of foster paiyents and deliv- 
* ery of in-home services by fc^^er parents -should be reimbursable 
under title IV-B through a purchase-of-«enrice contract, reviewed 
periodically, between the State agency and the foster care 

; parents. The principle that qualifi^ filter parents should.be paid 
/to deliver specialized services which :niust be provided to^ hmidi- 
capped children in the home-eetting has already been established 
by title XX and should now be extended to title iVr-B. , ^ 

NARC strongly supports the elimination of the current require^ 
inent in title IV-'A that fester care placements be adjudicated. 

NARC supports the adoption subsidy program described in H.R 
1281. However, we strongly urge thfe subcomniittee to specifically 
state that handicapped children residii^ in i^istitutions and w^o 
are legally free for adoption are eligible for the adoption subsidies, i 
^ We lS>elieve e^cpUcit statutory language regarding institution^iz^ 
<:hildren will help insure their eligibiUty for such subsidi^. . , 
[The prepared^ statemeijt^ollows:] 

StAtkmii^nt of Dick Evkkitt, on Behalf oir thk National Association for 

Mrv Chairman and Members of the Subcomiiiitiee on Public Assistance, I am * 
pleased to have t^ili^piJortunity to t^tify before you on behalf of the National, 
Association foe Hets^ed Citizens. As several of you are aWare, this is the third year 
' in a row tfiat' I personally have testified before the Subooimmitt^ on the Titl» XX 
\SpcHii>S©rvice8, Foster Care and Title IV-B Child Welfare programs. You will find 
my message today, to be much the same ^ in previoiis'yean^ 

1 intend to summarize my remarks and request pennission for the full tejct of mf 
written statement to be entered in the record. * 

For the benefit of the new members of the Sub<x)mmittee, I would like to say that 
the National Association for Retarded Cituens is the national voluntary organiza>/ 
tion which represents our country's six miilion mentally rt^pirded citij^ns. NAKC is 
. comprised of 1,900 local units as well as State Associations^ and has approxln^tely 
300,000 members. 

!. TH'LK XX ^ 

A. Need for pr^Lclable, irkcreased fuTulifig 

NARC urges the passage of le^lation whie* provides fbr predictable increases in 
the Title XX program^ over the next several years. T'he fie^ (qt such increases in 
the Title XX ceiling hiis bcjen clearl>^ documented over the - past severaj years both 
by NARC and other national orj^anizatirfis. We feel that a funding level of $3.1 
byiion in fiscal year 1980 is a minimuip^ccaptaBle amount since it reprints oi^ty 
a modest inflatiomiry iocrease. This amount will not a41ow for prc^am expansion 
or inftovation, - * , , 

Witho.Ut predictable increases in funding States are unable to plan efTectriveiy for 
social services. Often, there has been nothing to plan unless it has been how to 
maintain the status quo or, frequently, which social services pro-ams to. cut- back 
of eliminate. Let me give you some examples relative^ to servicfig for mentally . 
■ retarded persons. ^ / , ■ - 

Since the inception of the Title XX program, Nebraska h& received and spent $18 
million in Federal Title XX dollars. Of this amount* approximately $5^ miUion has. 
supported pro^^ams for mentally retarded pei^ns. Over the years^ tnere has been 
no increase in the amount apportipned for retarded people since the State's efforts 
^ have been "directed toward maintaining those programs already f^tffded through 
* Title XX- Currently, Nebraska is attempting to deinstitutionalize fts.. mentally re- 
. tarded individuals but finding it can't be done due to insufficient Tittle XX funding 
for thc^ social services*1iecessary t6 support mentally retarded persons in the 
community. . 

In Maine, transportation services for mentajly retarded people, formerly provided 
under the Title 3CX program* were eliminated ais of July 1, 1978. This is a direct ', 
resali of^ changing priorities of Maine's Title XX program due to insufficient fund- 
ing. Maine has also denied use of the group jeligibility ci^iteria in ord^r to assure 
that available Tiile XX monies go to the most needy. This has* resulted in disabled 
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children being elimin^UHi from participation in Title XX programs because? their 
parentsj earn a few dollars above the income fiwuitation^. - s 

Proposals for new Title XX services such as pS^schoo! programs for handicapped 
children are being turued down in Maine. Again, the reason cited is, ^'no, bucks!" 
'/\ This inability to support new services has many devastating eHbcts on the lives bf 
^ ■ mentally retarded persons and their families. For ex^mole, in Mame working moth- 
ef^ with mentally retanled teenagers may iincFtheir children **on the street' at 3:00. 
p.m. when the school programs close. AssociaHons for Retarded Citizens have at- 
tempted, throligh the Title XX pn^am, to implement aftercare programs to care 
, ^ for th^ children until their mothers arrive home from work but are unable to do 
so due to lack of funds. . ■ \ » fiv ^ vv 

Another major, often -forgotten, result of the lack of increases in the Title XX 
ceiling, is the inability of States to maintain syificiAit numbersf of competent staff 
to administer those programs . currently operating under Title XX. Not only has the 
number of personnel operating Title XX programs declined in some States, but the 
quality of staff has deteriorated as salaries are lowered or frozen. This situation will 
not be enhanced if training programs for such stafY are also cut back or eliminated 
due to an inappropriate cap being placed on Title XX Training funds. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R, 2724, as well as the Administration's proposal, adds adult 
emergency shelter as an allowable, expenditure under Title XX. NARC supports-this 
new program thrust provided there is a corre«ponding expansion in Title XX fund- 
. ing. Without additional funding above the Cost-of-living increase, any new pro^Jams 
developed by States for adult emergency shelter under Title XX will be financed at 
the expeoH^* of current Title XX programs. 

NARC rcHTommends that^he provision for emergency shelter for adults be mclud- 
4 ed in the Title XX legislation and that the Title XX ceiling for fiscal year 1980 be 
raii^Ki to $3.2 billion to aljow for the effect of inflation and some modest progratn 
expansiaji. * 
^ B. Planning'anid.eviiluation 

Ano^ier matter of extreme importance to those organizations and individuals 
' concerned about the effectiveness of thQ Title XX program is the lack of quality 
planning, management and evaluation of the social services being provided in some 
States. Other testimony . before this' Subcommittee ' pinpointed the disincentives 
operating in the Title XX program . which make it difficult for States tp retain 
compt^tent planning and evaluation staff, expand management capability and devel- 
op informatiori systems. Under present circumstances, any serious program, pan- 
ning and evaluation must bi* done, at the expt*n^» of services being delivered. 
f NARC rtwmmehds that Congrc^ confer with tht* States, HEW and appropriate 

national organ iziitions* and jointly develop a speci ficjogis tat ive proposed to ensure 
cohiprehensive. effi^ctive social services* program planning, and evaluation. Such a 
legislative proposal might include providing Stat€«^ with funds outside the Title XX 
servLcx's ceiling fur improving planning and evaluation functions, providing a per-' 
centage of any new. s€»rvices funds iis a si^t-aside for planning and evaluation. Or 
providing a higher federal match for thetK^activities. 

V. Tar^ietm^ ' , ^ 

NARC strongly upjK)ses any targeting of Title XX .services funds regar'd!es« of the 
area of special net>d. While' the NARC accepted the rationale of continumg the ■ 
earmark for child day care iier^ ice^ for one additional year anticipating the finaliza- - 
tion of the P\Kieral Interagency l)ay C:are standards, tl^j^grgeting of funds specifi- 
cally for such s^Tvices will have sieved it&i purpose byJ^HLyiW States must 
he given the flexibilify to determine hpw their Title ■■■locations will be spent 
basi'd on the particular ne<^.s within their State.; :!phe^itle XX prognun was dt- 
» signtKi to iwi^i the needi> of a broad diversity of (Tes^^rving. p*.*rsons and groups, no 
one of whom should bt^ singhxi out at the Ftnieral level for preferential treatment. 
In addition, targeting of funds often rtK^uirey s<>parate planning and monitoring 
process4's for such funds and increases the complexitiefs and expense's involved in 
tlie udniinistratiun of the Title XX program. NAHC feels it is imiH^rative that the 
child day care earmark \n} dis<-ontinucHi as of Octol)er L, if the nuegrjty of the 
Title XX program. :is it was briginally '(iesi^ied, is to he retained. 

' !). SfH'itii !<vn iri^^ fur^in^^ f()r the ierrftiV'ivs^ , ■ 

NAHC urges (^ongress to estabUsh;&\siiyiarat^i[ij^VU^ the 

• K(HienIi/ritk^ XX ceiling for the TetJ^^^i^X'w^ the-Territories receive an 

allotment for services from arnoimt^^^ffi^ at the begmning of their 
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program yeair they will not need from their ^l!otmenti>. Since mofit States are, and 
will continue to be (even with mmo. increase for inflation) at their individual 
Federal funding ceilings, this has made planning for services impc^nble in the 
Territories. Provis^ion should be made to increase the amount authorised by the 
jseparate entitlement by the j$ame ratio as the, ificreaises in th^ {•^ederal statufory 
Title XX ce^ing. . ' . 

mie XX tr6inin4^ funds ' ' / ' 

NARC strongly. opjxx>eK the "capping", of Title XX training funds which is being 
proposed by the Admioj^trution. Under the Administration's proposal, a ceiling 
would be placed on training funik eijuai to 3 percent of the States' Title XX services 
allotment. The 3 " percent figure apptj^^to be the. results of an arbitrary decision 
within the, Administration. . / 

' Mr. Chairrrjan. as other witnesses have pointed out, staff training is the key to 
t*ffective intervention in the complex problems that confront, the recipients ojf social 
services. During the^ last twp" years a great deal of effort has been oxpondcHl on the 
part of national voluntary organizations, reprc*sontatives of providers of social serv- 
ices and oillcials within the Department of liEW to modify the Title 5^ trainiqg 
regulations so that more appropriate, effective trair!ing programs can be provided in 
the Stiites, To. date, the modified regulations have not^been published by HEW, 
NARC encourages Cbitgress, in report language on the Title XX legislation, to make 
its will known- as regards the timely publication of these imf)roved training regula- 
tions. * " 

In addition, should a cap on Title XX training becorqe necessary, NARC proposes 
ihat the ceiling only be imposed after t4ie Administration conducts and publishes 
the results of a study on the effectiveness and/or abuse's of the training funds. Such 
OTstiidy would enable the Congress, the States and the general public to make a 
reasonable determination regarding an appropriate ceiling for such funds. 

F, J^l^Uc particifHition 

NAR(> bi^lieves that citizen participation in the development of the Social Services 
program is of" major importance in the planning proct^ss and strongly opjxxses 
provision^ that would circunWent or intervene in the est^ibiished citizen participa- 
tion process of the Title XX program. Therefore, NARC oppos4\s the proviyioti 
contained in !!,H. 2724 and the Administration's bill which mandates the States to 
consuPt with l»cal officials in the development of the Title XX Comprehensive 
Servia»s Program Flan prior to publication of their propK>sed plan. ^ 

Currently, the Title XX prograrn requires each State, as |Xirt of its program 
planning cycle, to develop arid publish a prop<xsed Comprehensive S^^rvices Program 
Plan a«d make t^ib^ plan available to the public for comment. P^quity demafids that 
no portion of the public 1k» singkKi out for preferential treatment in this planning 
prpcess^ 

0 Td'o-yeur compn'hcnsit'i^ services />Ians ' 

NARC supports provisions in the 'Takle XX legislation which would alibw States to 
. adopt a biennial planning process. Jjm annual planning cycle is often too short and 
cannot bt» cfM^rdinated with bienninl^tate budget cyck*s. It is NAHC s understanding 
that the Adrninistrat ion's bill includes a provision jH'rmitting States to establish 
multi year plans tpr up to thrtH' years. While NARC endorses the concept of permit- 
fing biennial planning, we do not suppK)rt three year plarinir^^ cycles. Such a 
provision couldpf*esult in lirnitiKi fiexibility fur the reallocating of funds* within 
Statt*s during the throt^ year |x.*ri<>d. . 

NARC; indorses a strong, efiective citizen participation prcx'ess in the Title XX 
program but questions the efficacy of requircing States operating on a two year 
planning cycle to allow for additional public comment on the Title XX services plan 
' fur a jX'Dod of at least forty-lfve da^-s immedTnteiy prraHfing^thr beginning of the 
siK'ond program year. NARC ur^^es the SulKommitttH> to carefully examine the 
provision in H.R. 2724 which sets forth this reijuirement- Without s^KH^'ifi^: refx}rt^ 
language clarifying the scofx? and purposi^ of such a public review, this provision 
a}uld hi.' subject to misinterpretation and result in a meaningless pa|K.n- exercise or, 
convers^Hy, an extensive annual review, eithet'\of which is inefficient, wasteful and 
defeats the purpose of allowin-g States the option of planning and providing soiial. 
Horvices programs on a two year basis. NARC' recommends that the [)UrfX)s<' of the 
provision for additional public comment clarified, fH-)ssibiy as an oversight mecha- 
nism, or that the provision b» d(*let(?(l from the Title XX legislation re|K)rtiHi by the 
Sulicommittee. • ■ , 



258 



n CHILD WEU-'AIiE SERVICES ' 

The* National Association for Retarded Citizens supportij the conversion of Title 
IV-B to a $266 million entitlement program. We specifically endorse H.R. 1291. This 
comprehensive piece of legislation is weli-conceiyed and would provide for a neces- 
sary refocusing of our. nation's child welfare service. NAHU believe that the 
provisions described below would add to the effectivenetJS of the new IV-B program 
propc6ed in H.R. 1291 as it relates to the needs of handicapped children. 

A, Definition of child welfare services " 

NARC believes that the definition of child welfare services contained in H.R 
1291, which specificaliy mentions handicappk*d children, is an important step in the 
right direction but requires further expansion^ possibly through report language, if 
it is to be truly responsive to the child welfare services needs of handicapped 
children. NARC recommends that language be added which states that Child Wei- 
fare Services include services directed towj^rd: ^'preserving, promoting and strength- 
ening the ability of families to care for their 'handicapped child at home; aiid 
preventing or reducing inappropriate institutional care by securing, training and 
monitoring foster family care for handicapped children and by providing servici»s to 
handicapped children in foster family placement." * ^ 

It is our experience that Fedi^ral human services programs are often not made . 
available to mentally retarded and othejr disabled citi^en^ unless the' authoi^zing 
statute explicity addresses their needs. In the past, severely handicapped children 
have too oftea been routinely referred" to State institutions, A properly designed 
foster care system should have as one of its goals the preventjon or reduction of 
inappropriate institutional placements. Indeed, foster family care is probably the 
single most appropriate alternative to institutional care for most young severely 
handicapped children. ' 

R PaymenU to foster parents for sertfices . 

The social and economic pr^^ures which disrupt and sometimes dajtroy fan^jij^ps 
are oftcm compounded by the presence of a handicapped child. That families of such 
children are often unable or unwilling any longer to oop^ is manifest by the 
continuing demand for institutional care for young disabled children. Many, if not 
most, of these institutional placements could be avoided if carefully recruited and 
trained foster parents were available to subijtitute their nurturing for that of the 
incapacitated natural family. , 

To a* large extent, the current foster care system has failed the retarded child- 
Foster cafe parents of retard^?d childretS are often untraim»d, unable to recognize or 
begin to meet their special needs'. * Such children too often do not receive the 
educational, Kphabilitative, healtUand social services which they require if they are 
to mature to an 'independent and productive adulthood. For these children, foster 
cure is a dead-end, leading only to continuing dependency. 

Establishing meaningful, effective foster family environments for handicapped 
children Vequiros careful recruitment and specialized training of foster parents, so 
that they arejequipped to provide their handicapptni foster children with the special 
services they rwe<i beyond room, board, supi»rvision and care. 

The National Association for lietarded Citizens believes that both the training of 
foster piirents, and the delivery of in-home services by foster parents should be 
reimbursable under. Title IV-B, through a purchase-ol'-service contract, reviewed 
{3erit>dica,lly, betwei»n the Title IV- B State agency and the footer care parents. The 
ptinciplp that qualified foster parentvS should be paid to^deh'ver specialized services 
which must \fe provided to handicappt^d children in the home sc^tting has already 
been establishtaii by Title XX and should nostt bt* extended to Title IV-B.f 

** . 'lit Vai,UNTAHY F^KSTKR CARK IM.ACKMKNT ^ 

NARC strongly supports the eliminntiort of the current rtxiuircm^nt m^'Citle IV-A 
thut k)HU'r C4ire* plact^hients bi» adjudicated. Given appropriate admin is t rat ive..due 
prLK'i^ss, the involvement of the courts can be \x}th unnecessary and counter-produc*- 
tive 

Wc also sup|K)^t the provision of adequate preventive s^jrvicc^ to avoicjj.Hineces- 
sary removal from home, and pericxiic administrative reviews to insure tWe timely 
return of childre/i to their own hopie, or placement in an adoptive home. 

rv AIK)^TU)N' .SnikSiDIRS 

• . . . 

fslAHC' supports the adoption subsidy program di»scriixxl in H.R.. 1291. We strongly 
urge the Sulx'ommittiv to SfKH^ifically state that handicapped children residing ih 
institutions who are legally fn^* for adoption are oJigibie for the adoption subsidies. 
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There are a significant number of children who are needlessly institutionalized or 
wbo continue- to reside m footer care settings who are teclmicaily available for 
adoption -^ut who are difficult to place because of a handicapping condition, behav- 
ioral problem, age, etc. State agencies should have the ability, supported by Federal 
funds, to move such children into adoptive homi^ by providing prospective adoptive 
parents with the assurance that an adoption jiuhsidy will be available to a^kt thera 
in meeting the additional expense of these hard-to-place children. Explicit statutory 
language regarding institutionalized children will lielp ensure their eligibility for 
J such subeidieti. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to pr^nt this statement. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. GETTINGS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE MENTAL RETARDATION 

PROGRAM OIRECTOBS, INC. 
* 

Mr. Gorman. Our next witn^^ is Mr. Robert Gettings. 

Mr. Gkttings. My name is Robert M. 'Gettings, and I am the 
executive director of the National Associatipn of State Mental Re- 
tardation Program Directors. 

The rriembership of our association consists of the designated 
officials in the 50 States and territdries who are directly responsi- 
ble for the provision of residential and community services to a 
tot^l of over one-half ^million mentally retarded children and 
adults. 

Since my colleagues have spoken extensively about title XX 
amendments I would like to focus my remarks today on the child 
welfare provisions of the bills before you today. 

First, however, I should note that in recent years the States have 
begun to give strong emphasis to the development of a wide range 
of Tesidential and daytime 'IBternativjes to large publicly operated 
institutions. And as this has come about, the numbers, scope, and 
types ^pf Federal assistance programs impacting on mentally retard- 
ed clients has grown tremendously. Of particular relevance to the 
subcommittee's interest is the fact that now roughly 90 percent of 
all HEW's ^anticipated expenditures pn- behalf of mentally retarded 
citizens this year will come from income maintenance, social serv- 
ices, and medical assistance payments under the various titles of 
the Social Security Act. I think that is very relevant for us to 

recognize^* . ' ' 

TodajTT would like to briefly outline some of the steps the sub- 
committee might take to assist the States that are seeking to 
develop, community-based alternatives to large congregate care 
facilities for mentally retarded children and adults, ^ . 

Let me begin by making a few comments on the changes which 
are proposed in title IV-B of the Social Security Act; that is, the 
child welfare program. 

In hearings before this subcommittee in May 1977 a spokesman 
for our association expressed support §t>r the general goals of the 
sixjallcd Foster Care and Adoption Reform Act Today I am 
pleased once again to join the many organizations who have come 
before this subcommittee to express support for such legislation. 

While we wholeheartedly sup{K)rt the general purposes of H.S^ 
1523 and HR. 1291, we wouid like to offer several general com- 
ments on family care, programs for the mentally retarded and 
suggest some specific approaches to modifying the pending bill so 
that their aims are compatible with the States' efforts to minimize 
the need for institutional placement of retarded persons. 
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There are several recent. studies whiA demonstrate that-a grow- 
ing proportion of children placed in mjter hdmes have physical 
and/or mental handicaps., Similarly, ac«tion agencies report that 
physically and mentally disabled childrH make up a steadily in- 
creasing proportion of their caseloads. Partially ih. response to the' 
need for a sharply increased number pf such j||acements to meet 
the States' deinstitutionalization goals and parnally due to the past ' 
inability df generic child welfare agencies to deal effectively with 
severely handicapped clients, more and more States in recent years 
hgive developed specialized family support and foster placement 
BTOgrams for the mentally retarded. 

In my written testimony; Mr. Chairman, I liave attempted to 
outline several examples of such programs, but I will not go into 
detail because of time constraints. It seems to me that these efforts 
to provide a stable family living environment for mentally retarded 
individuals who might otherwise require institutional placement, 
Mr. Chairman, constitutes one of the most highly encouraging 
trends in our field. ^ ■ ' . 

WitlTin the context of an expanded and revised child welfare 
autWity which aims at strengthening and reinforcing the role of- 
the femky unit and improving the quality of foster care plac^ 
n^6nts, Mr. Chairman, the specialized needs of mentally retarded 
and other severely handicapped individuals needs to be considered. 

As presently drafted, the general purposes of H.R. 1523 and Rg, 
1291 appear to be broad enough to- encompass the specialized 
family support' and ibster care service needs of mentally retarded 
and other severely disabled children. However, because the current 
language includes only passing reference to this special subpopula- 
tion and because administrative responsibility is assigned to the 
State social service agency, we arfe deeply concerned that the 
unique needs of severely handicapped youngsters may be ignored 
unlejss tJiere arc modifications made in the provisions of the bill. 

At this point I would like to outline some of the specific changes 
we think are warranted. v . , 

First: the existing language tsf section 422{aKlHA) ef the act 
should be revised to require that the single State child welfare 
agency 'enter, into cooperative agreements with other responsible 
State agencies when -such agencies have a statutory or administra- 
tive mandate to provide specialized foster care, in-home support 
and/or adoption services to otherwise eligible handicapped young- 

^*\^Jnless expli£*{ 'provisions are made in the/legislatiofl, as Ms 
Everitt luis already suggested, it is possible that mentally retarded 
individualiS, and especially those who Lire iT)6st severely handi- 
capf)ed,"are unlikely to benefit from this WviT expanded child wel- 
fare program. / • . 

This proposed authority should tncKide interagency agreements 
between' the designated. state social service ^gency and the agency 
or agencies responsible for administering such specialized pro- 
grams.. , I- -x i I 

•■ We think, this is necessary for three 'reasons: rsrst, it takes 
cogniziince of the variolas ways in which the SfiteSfhave elected to 
deliver services to needy children and their families; second, it 
seems to us fully comfvitible with the present purchase of service 
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arrangements under title XX of the Social Security Act; and final- 
ly, it recognises the-qomplexities involved^ in delivering faimiy sup- 
port and foster care services to children ^ith various needs. 

The second change we would like to see in the hill is that the 
^revi^ language of title IV-M make if clear that service to severe- 
ly handicapped persons and ^eir families is one of the statutory/ 
goals of the expand^ child welfare prc^ram under title IV-B. Past 
experience with Federal legislation indicates to us ^h'at human 
service programs frequently are not made available to severely 
handiciapped ^persons unless explicit provisions are incorporated .in 
the' basic statutory authority. ^ ' V . 

Third, we feel the amended legislation should encourage States 
to establish foster care and family subsidy rates which cun be 
a^usted to the intensity of the child's needs. The ^ capability of 
maintaining a severely ^handicapped person in a n^itursu or^ foster 
home is often contingent on the availai^lity of spiecially trained 
parents who are able to supplement and reinforce the developmen- 
tal skills acquired outside the home. Without a supportive hotae 
environment, the only alternative for these children . would be 
placement in a large institutional setting. ' I 

States, such as Michigan and New York have demonstrated that 
the key to recruiting and retaining the types of faster fantiiies who 
are capable of caring for severely handicapped youngsters is often 
a monthly r^te which is somewhat higher than the comparable 
rate 'for care of nonhandicapped children. Linked to this higher 
payment rate must- 1« -^n exoiicit commitment, as pdrt of t^e 
child's written individual plan jof care, that* training in specific, 
self-help and socialization ski^s will be provided in the*h6|ne. 

Similarly, the experienCW'^ ^f Washington, Pennsylvania, and' 
Minnesota demonstrate that the demaVid for out-of-home placement 
of severely handicapped children can be signific*vitly reduced if 
parents are furnished with supportive services to help them cope 
with the unique demands of raising such a child. However, fjere 
again, the typos and intensity of services must be adapted to the . 
needs of the particular child ^nd^ family, which suggests that the 
.operation of the program must be flexible along with the subsidy 
rates. . ' ^ . * 

There is an established precedent under title XX for considering 
the cost of services, above the basie foster care payment, as a 
reimbursable expense [section ^2(aXllXB) of ^he /Social Se<?urity 
' Act], We recommend Uiat the subcommittee include a comparable 
provision in titlfe IV-B, making "it .clear that the same essential 
safeguards against abuse contained in HEW's final social services 
regulations, dated January 31, 1977, should be applied to this new 
provision. - . * 

Finally, ,we think the Congress should give ^me attention, at 
least in an experimental way, to making eligible for the title IVrB 
program SSI eligible 'blind and 1|^abled adults who require foster 
family "Ci^re sei^'iees. We have seen from the experiences of any 
number o^ States that foster family care for adults who are severe- 
ly, disabled can serve as a very viable alternative to 
in|titutionalization. We think that some of the same reasons that 
have led States to place children ih such settings^ apply also to 
severjely handicapped adults. 



Let me just conclude by saying, Mr. Chairman, th^ while time 
has not permitted me to make any comments about the title XX 
proposals before the subcommittee today, -I fully endorse the com- 
ments made by my colleagues about the need for an increase in the . 
title XX expenditure x:eiling and the avoidance of a cap on title XX 
training funds. f ^ ' . 

Thank you very much for listeningjx) me today. 

[The prepared statement follows:] 

/ Statkmknt. OK Robert M. Gcttings, Exkcutivk Dirkctor, National Association 

OVStAT^ M^r^AL Rjn^AKOATION PsOGEAM DlS^TTOBS^ hiC 

Mr. Chairman, an^ distinguished membors of the Subcommittee, I appreciate this 
opportunity to appeal before you to present the views of the National Association of 
State Mental, Retardation* Program Directors on' legislation to amend the statj^tory 
-authority for the federal/state social services program {Title XX). and the child 
welfare services program (Title IV-B). 

fTh^ membership of our As^iatioi^ consists of the designated officials in the fift^ 
states and territori^ who are directly r^ponsible for the provision of r^identia| 
and community services to a total of over one-half million mentally retarded chil- 
dren and adults. As a result, we have a vital stake in a variety of federal health, 
education and social wjjlfare programs. In recent years, as statt^ have begun to 
ertiphasize i)n^ development of a wide range of residential and daytime alternatives 
to large, publicly-operated institutions, the number, scope and complexity of federal 
assistance pr<^ams impacting on state mental retardation agenci^ has increased 
tremendously, Of particular relevah<^ to the Subcommittee's interests is the fact 
that roughly dO percent of HEW's anticipated expenditure on behalf of mi^ntally 
retarded citizens in the current fiscal year will be obligated fOr income mainte- 
nance, social service and medical assistance payments, authorized un<j[er the various 
titles of the Social Security Act. 

This ihorning, I would like to- discuss several critidal problems facing stat^ mental 
retardation ofticiais as they attempt to apprt)priateiy utilize existing federal re- 
" sources. In addition, I plan to briefly outline some of the steps which this Sfubcom- 
* mittee might take , to assist states which are seeking to develop community-based 
alternatives to large, congregate care facilities for mentally retarded children and 
aduUfi. • 

A CHU.D WELFARE ^EaVtOJS 

In 1977, through the forthright leadership of this Subcommittee, the House 
Rt^presentatives passed a bill (ILR. 7200) which would have increased federal finan- - 
cial^Gppof^ under Title IV-B of the Social- Security Act. and, simultaneously/ 
mo^insd the) provisions of the Social Securi^ Act in order to tninimLo? the number 
Igtjrof placements in foster care settings. Unfortunately, the Senate did not 
ts version ^jf the b'ill until late in l^tH, and it Was not possible to reconcile 
L>renees between the House aad Senate bills before the ^oth Cougress ad- 
last October. 

In hGarihgs befoi^ this Subcommittee in May, 1977, a spokesman for our Associ- 
ation expressed support for the* general ^oais of the s<H:alled 'Totter Care and; 
Adoption Reform Act. Now'that the chief sponsor of the 1977 bill. Congressman 
George Miller (D-Calif), tind Congressman William Brodhead. a mem be F of this 
Subcommittee, have introduced bills (H,R.' if/i^r and H.R. 1291 respectively) to 
accomplish similar goals, we are pjeas^, once again, to lend our voice to the 
numerous organisations who have expressed support for this legislation. 

We uiiderstand that the Carter Administration plans to submit its own version of 
legislation to expand . and ^improve the federal-state child welfare program, with 
particuliir emphasis on foster care' and adoption reforms. Sinfite only a brief descrifx- 
tion of the ain^s of the Administration's proposal Was available prior tc this hearings 
our comments today, qf necessity, will focus mainly on the jtlilier arid Brodhead 
bills.- •• ( - . ' 

While we wholeheartedly Support the general purposes of H.R. 1523 and H.R. 
I29I, we would like to oil'er several general comments on family care prc^^ms for 
the mentally retarded and suggest some spvcific apprc^ches to modifying the pend- 
ing billJf so they are compatible with the sUites' aim of minimizing the need to 
institutionalize retarded persons. '/ 

Several recent studies indicate that a growing proportion of children placed in 
foster homes have a physical and/or mental handicap. Similarly, adoption agencies 
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report that physically and meutaily disabled children make Up a steadily increaaiDg 
^proportion of their Caseloads. Partially in r^ponse to the need Tor a sharpy 
"creased nucaber of such placements to meet , the, states^ deinstitutionaiizaticMi. goi^ 
and partially due to the past inability of generic child" welfare agencies to deal 
effectively with severely handicapped clientjS^ more and more states in recent years 
have developed specialized family support and foetet placement programs, for the 
^ mentally retarded. A couple of example will help to illu^atfc the rpiige and scope 
of activities currently underway in the stat^ to prevent instituttdnalization: 

The New York Office of Mental Retardation and Develojinentai Di&abiliti^B m 
currently in the process of reducing the number of mentaH>'j retarded residents in 
st4teK)perated institutions from 19,000 to 10,000 oVer 'a six y6&r period. Part of the ' 
plan* calls fqr increasing the number of children and adults) in the Department** 
Family Care Prc^ani by approximately 3,500 persons. ■ [ 

The Michigan Department of Mental Health currently has over 600 mentally 
retarded clients in Foster Family Training Hornet acnxjs the state. Th^e homes are 
specially , adapted to the needs of severely and profoundly retarded persons, all of 
whom nave either previously resided in a state iruititution or would require such 
care if this less jWrictive living alternative were unavailable. 

In Penns^JgJPm the Office of Meti<U Retardation's Family R^ource Service 
Prc^am prowps ix comprehensive array of services to assist families to maintain 
their retan^j«hiid at home. Among the services provided are respite care, baby 
sitter and iBrnemaker service recreation programs for . the retarded, transporta- 
tion/ in-hom? therapy and parent training and counseling. • . 

Washington iJtate has recently launched a Home Aid Fn^ram which is similar in 
many respects to the Pennsylvania Family Resource Service Rrogram. Physical, 
occupational and recreational therapy, transportation and in-home care on. an emer- 
gency or respite basis are all provided, 
f In 1975, the Minnesota Legislature Created the^ Mental Retardation-Family bubsi- 
dy Program, a three year experimental prc^am to sub^dize fifty' faraili^ caring for 
their mentally retarded children in a, natural or adoptive home. The results of an 
evaluation of the program indicate that it has been highb^ successful; plans are now 
underway to convert it into a permanent prograin and expand the available re- 
sources. A somewhat similar prc^ram was recently, initiated in Florida. 

These and similar efforts in other statas to provide stable family living environ- 
ments for mentally retarded individuals who might ptlierwise ri?quire institutional 
placement constitute a highly encouraging trend in our field. Within the context of 
* an expanded and revised child welfare program, which aims at strengthening \and 
reinforcing the. role of the family utiit and impilving the quality of foster care 
placem4&it«. the specialized needs of the mentally retarded and other severely handi- 
c^aiiped individuals need to be considered. As presently drafted, the general purposes 
^!!|K.R. 1528 and H.R. 1291 appear to be broad enough to encompass the specialized 
family support and foster care services required by mentally retarded another 
severely disabled children. However, becauiie the current langusige includfesN)nly 
passing reference to this special sub-population and because administrative respohsi-. 
biiity is assigned to the state social service/welfar^ agency, -"we are deeply concerned 
" that the unique needs of severely handicapped youn^ters may be ignored unless 
modification^ are made in the provisions of the bill. In particular, we recommend 
that H:R, 1523 and H:R. 1291 be amended in the following manner: 

1. The existing language of Section 422(aXlXA) of the Act should bo revised to 
require that the single state agency enter into cooperative agreements with othef 
responsible state agencies when such agencies have a statutory or administrative 
mandate to provide specialized foster care, in-home support and/or^^doption services 
to otherwise eligible handicapped youngsters.- In many states, ^r^ponsibility for 
furnishing s|)e^ali;£ed family support and foster care services to mentally retarded 
pcrsoas rests with the state mental retardation agency. Ur\less explicit provision is 
made in the legislation for such interagency agreementii, mentally retarded individ- 
uals- efjpeinally those with severe haiidioapping conditions— are likely to be ^ex- 
cluded from the benefits of increased federal support for child welfare services. Not 
only would .retarded persons , and their families be denied access to much needed 
services, but a major obporturiity to reduce the demand for institutional care would 
1)« nnssed ■ \ ^ 

jThis proposed author^y for interagency agr^ments. should permit the designated 
stkt^ social services agency to enter into purchase* of service arrangements with 
stS^ agencies responsible for delivering foster care, family support and adoption 
servtSiS to handicapped children. Such an approach would: (a) take c<^i2ance of 
the vaniJwii ways in , the ^^hich the states' have elected to deliver such services to 
needy children and their families; (b) be fully compatible with the present purcliase 
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of service arrangements uuthori:«Kl under Title XX- of the Social. Securily Act; and 
(c) recognize the complexities involved in delivering family support and fpster care 
services to children with various needs. On the latter point, we should pointy out 
that it is absoiutely eii4*ential that services to support client^ in foster family homes . 
ar« coordinated with the provision of required daytime, habilitative pipgnimB, 
transportation and other support services. This is the primary reason why more and 
more stat^ are electing ta administer sjjecialized foster care and family support 
services through mental retardation ^vgencies. . ' 

2. The revised Title IV-B language should make it clear that services to severely 
handicapped persons and tAeir families is one of the statutory goals of the ejspanded 
child welfare program. Past experience with federal legislation indicates to us that 
human service pr%T^ins frequently are not made available to severely handicapped 
persons unless explicit provisions are incorporated in the basic statutory authority. 
For this reason, we urge members of the Subcommitt^ to critically examine the 
provisions of existing law and prop<»ed amendments to assure that services to the 
mentally, retarded and other severely handicapped individuals are allowable under 
the expanded child welfare authority. j 

In particular, we urge the Subcommittee to: * 

a. Add a new sub-;>aragraph to Section Uh) of ll.R. 152;^ in order to recognize as 
one of the stated purposes of the legislation the need to minimize placement of 
physically and. mentally handicapped children in large institutions through the 
provision of family support, foster care and/or adoption services; 

b. Amer;;} the profx^ed new defmition of^hild welfare services/' contained in 
Section lOUc; of H.R 1521] (Sec. 2(c) of H;R. 1291), by reviiiing the language to read: 
•'including mentally and physically handicapped, /. ."; anfi adding a* subsection 7 to 
this* same section which should read: "minimizing the need for placing mentally and' 
physically handicapped children in large institutions through the, provision of 
fainily support, (o&ier care and/or adoption services/' 

3. The amended legislation should encourage states to establish foster care and 
family subsidy rates which can bo adjusted to the intensity of the child's needs. The 
capability of maintaining a severely handicapped person in a natural or foster home 
is often contingent on the availability of specially trained parents who are abje to 
supplement and reinforce the developmental skills acquired outside the honve. With- 
out a supportive home onvirdnmeht, the only alternative for thesi* child rei\ would 
be placement in an institutional setting. N 

States such as Michigan and New York have demonstrat^xf that tho^ key to 
recruiting and retaining the types of fosU'r families who are capable of caring for 
severely handicapped youngst^^ is to offer a monthly rate which fs somewhat 
higher than the comparable ratx* for care of non-handicapjxKi children. Linked to 
this higher payment rate must be an explicit commitment, ^ls part of the child's 
-syritten individual plan of care, that training in sjx^cified nelf-help and'.socinlization 
skills will be providt,»d in the home. 

Similarly, the experiences of W^ishmgton, Peniisylvania and Minnesota demon- 
strate that the demand for out-of-home placement of st verely hii^dicappe^ children 
can be significantly reduccxi if parents are furnished with supp)Ajrtive .services to 
help, them cope with the unique demands of raising such a child. However, here 
again, the' toypes and Intensity of servicers must be adaptc^l to the needs of the 
particular child and family, which requires considerable flexibility iij program 
operations and subsidy rates. ■ . 

There is an established prectxlent under Title XX for considering the cost of 

• services, a bo ve"- the ba^^ic foster care payment, as a reimburs^ibie expi'nse (Si^-tion 

• 2(>2(aKllKB) of the Social SecUrily Act).' We recommend that the SubcommitttM.' 
include a comparable provision in Title IV-B. making it clear that^thi^me i>ss4^n- 
tiai safeguards against abuse contiuntni in HEVV's final ^s^)4-ia[ st^rvices Teguiat^ons, 
dat£>d January :U. 1U77, should bo a[)piied to this pew. provision. 

, ■ 4. Q>ngress should ^H^rniit Title funds to t>e u^d on behalf of Shi eligible 

blind and disabkni adults who ri.>quire fosttT family cure. The s^ime rationale usi*d to 
justify the provision of child welfare .services .to neglected. dejH-ndent and abustxi 
children'also applii*s to developmentally dis^ibled adults who rwj^e a structured 
living environment in order to reside in the connnupity. As »ny states have 
proven; the foster family home is one viable alU'rnative for ser^4jTig such socially 
dejx'ndent adults. , » , , 

The Association bi^ileves that tlie IV -B'dermition of an eligible elient should be 
expandixl to include SSI eligible biind and disabled adults who. due to the nature of 
their physieal and mental hatuiicaps. require placement in a foster family home. 
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i^t year, largely as a result ojfthe leadership provided*in this SubcomiTHttee,^i^e 
House approved a three-staged increase in the Title XX spending ceiling (i.^., $2.^ in^ 
fiscal yexir 1979; $3.ir, billion in. fiscal year 1980; and $:i.45 in fiscal year 198lX\i ' 
Tt>«itiniony. presiented during last -yearns hearings demonstrated that these modest\ \ 
increases would barely permit the states to keep pace with the inflationary c^osts^ v \ 
which have occur^red since the original §2:5 billion c€Miing was established in 1974.'^ > \ 

.I>ei^pite ample ji^stification for an adjustment in the spending ceiling, the Senate 
elected t« approve^pnly a temporary, one-year increase to $2.9 billion. As a result, 
unless Con^*ss acts tnjs session, the ceiling will reve^^to $2.5 ))ilHon in FY 1980. 

Title XX hius been used in many states to provide a variety of needed community 
services tor mentally retarded persons, . ranging from protective servict^, day caiie 
and foster care to transportation and recreation. However, the demand for such 
service funds far exceeds Title XX resources. 

Some s^tes have relied heavily on Title XX funding' for their community-based 
mental jetardat ion services, while others have. had less, luck in getting a fiirS^hakes^ yi^'; 
from Title XX for their MR population. In both circumstances, hgwpver,, it has betm 
reported that reaching, the entitlement ceiling has had a major detrimen^l effect 
on existing servicen, A case examples will illustrate the impact the lidS^ Title 
XX spending i.s having on state mental retardation prograriis: ■ - 

-In California, U*ks than $10 million in Title XX funds— H>r roughly 4 percent of the 
sf^^t^^'s total allotment— goes to the state agency administering services for develop- 
Fn£»n tally dis4ibk*d f)ersons. Frio? to the enactment of Title XX, California had used 
Social Si^rvices funds, authorized under Title IV and XVI of the Social Security Act. 
to supj>ort aj wide variety of special sc^rvices to developmentaliy disabled children 
and adults. However, once Title XX was put into place, carr>*iy with it a lid that 
California if it almost immediately, federal social services funding was diverted ihto 
special servicers for other populations. C-ounty welfare agencies" now provide^ few 
S|H?cial si'rvices for developmental ly disabled children. 

During the e^rly years of this decade, federal social si»rvices monies played a key 
role in, the t^tablish'ment in Nebraska of one of tbt* Nation's finest community-based 
programs .for mentiilly r^tafdtKi persons. In fiscal year 1974, Nebraska expended 
oioist*' to fifty percent of its Htate Title XX allotment on inental n.^tardation services. 
As^ resu\t,^ there was a rapid expansion of services, which topi>ed out in 1975 when 
the state hit its -ceiling. As other groups accc^ssed l^tle XX. the mental retardation 
sfiare. gradually slipped to 35 pt^rcent At the same time, local funding reached its 
• limit, leaving state general tiind appropriations as the only source of revenue for 
continuing: the development of community mental retardation programs. These 
state funds have bt^n used mainly to kt^p up with inflation and, consequent ly„ 
there h^i^ Ix-en very limited expansion for the past two fi5K;aI years. , 

The rule of Title XX I'unding in dein.stitutidnali/^tion and in preventing the 
institutionali/atittn of mentally retarded [K^rsons is dnunaticrUly illustratt^d in the 
Stale of l:oui«iana. In recent years, new ;:ei^uests for admission, into institutions for 
•the retardefi has drop|H»d from L'?5 p<*r month to a mere 21 fx^r month. The major 
cause for this drop is the Title XX-s.up^>orted day development centers across the 
state- Thesi* community-bas4»d centers provide early intervention, adult activities 
and other si^r vices to 1500 S4>verely and profoundly retarded persons who live at 
home. . . 

Ufider the circumstances, tht^ Association strongly supportii increasif\g the ceiling 
'on Title 'XX outlays in HsciH yvjit U)Hn to billion, as f)rovided for^in H.H. 24U9 
iStark). This nuHriest iricrease stril.es us as lx)th prudent and well-justirit^, even in a 
IK'riod where tlu^re is great pressure to restrict federal exf^xmditi^res. 

CjLnA ieriture of the current' Jegisiation which our AssiK'iation would like to see 
diii^f tinut^i is the Mx?ciai earmarkt^ funds ^$2(K) million) for day care services. 
This tem^K)rary provision was added to the Act in 1975 as a means ol» helping the 
$X<kU^ii U> up-grade stuiTing patterns in day care centers for chi]dren from low income 
. families. At the time Congress recognized that such a sj-Kxial earmark vioiatcni the 
nonH-at(^n)rical premisi.^ n^Km which tht»-44)7^t legislation was has^^d, but felt that 
such action was ni.»i*essarv to resjH)nd to an imnuniiate; pressing problem. Four years 
have paSvS^^i and the earmark has ]^:i>*i extended on several cx-ca.sions. 

We b<»lieYe the initial jufetincatiVni for the special ^earmark no longer applies and 
it is time that it wjis eliminated. After all. should cHild day care sc^rvices be a high 
priority service need in any given state, these is nothing to prevent state officials 
from em pha.si/.ing this .'jTvice in its CA8P plan., ' 

Fipally. the AsscH'iatiori opjHJst^s the Administration's [)lan.to place a, three per- 
cent cap orrsot"ial services training funds. Bas^'d on the reports we have receivixi. it 
that the stfflfes have used these training funds cpiite efftH-tively to ex^^and 
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and improve programs in mentally retarded and other developmentaily 4isabled 
w clients who are eligible recipients of Title XX-funded service4$. Fuft^, a statutory , 

. ceiling on training expenditures do<^ not seem warranted, given Useqnodest growth 
in training outlays which has occurred over the past few years. In our opinion, any 
questionable uses of training funds could b^ controlled more efTectively through 
clearer federal policies and improved program^ monitoring. 

We appreciate this opportunity to share the Association s Views with the Subcom- 
mittee. Your past effortii to eliminate barriers to the full participation of mentally 
retarded citizens m our society are deeply appreciated by the Association's mem- 

^ Ibers. For our part, we pledge our full support and cooperation as yoi; consider the 
important legislation before you this year. 

Mr. CoRMAN If you have an^aduh who is eligible for SSI and a 
family willing to take him inland assume responsibility - for him, 
what happens to the' basic SSI allotment? 

Mr. Gkttings. Basically the SSI payment is used as the first 
increment in builditJg a funding system for that client. In most 
instances what we have found in states which have developed 
specialized program for severely handicapped chimren — ^ 

Mr. Gorman. I am referring to adults and not children. 

Mr. Gettii^s. Yes, I am speaking of adults now. We have found 
it is necessary to have a payment higher than the . basic Federal 
SSI payment, even when it is supplemented by a state supplemen- 
tal payment. So basically what has hapi^ned in states like Michi- 
gan is that tTie State is putting up pure State dollars above and 
beyond the SSI payment and the supplement, Mr. Chairman, to 
make it possible to maintain the severely handicapped individual 
in such settings. 

So to answer your quesj^ion' specifically, the SSI payment really is 
' the basis upon which thte overall cost of maintaining an adult in 
that setting is made pos4^ible. 

Mr. Gorman. Thank you. I am trying to figureVQut what addition- 
al funds there would be if we did not consider that tl^y were foster 
parents. ' . • 

Mr. Gfttimngs. Let me giye you an example, Mr. Chairman. If w^ 
looked at the program of specialized foster family training homes, 
Jtv^the State of Michigan, the State at the current time, through 
V^r& State dollars puts up a payment over and above the basic 
t foster payment. Now the purpose of that payment is that there is. a 
commitment made on the part of the foster family to prpvide some- 
specific skill training in the home for that adult as well .aS specific 
.training in socialization skills for that adii|t. This -additional pay- 
ment, in the way Lview it, could come- out of the increased title 
IV-B Federal payment if we' were entitled to cover adults under 
the' program, . , . 

Mr. CoJiMAN. 1 understand. Thank you very much> You have ^ 
been very h<*lpful. We appreciate your testimony. 

Our next witness is Dr. Norma Bork, Napa County, Calif 
Mr. Bankstqn. Mr. Chairman, may I leave these documents in 
support of the comments I made about United CV^rebral Palsy of 
■ Dayton which are not in our prepared statement? 

Mr, .CoRMAN. Is it your desire to include those in the record? 
Mr. Bankstqn. Yes, it is. 
Mr. Gorman. They wilf be. 
[The documents follow:] 
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Local AaiasicoES Have Funds Gut 
These are the s^jpservice agehci^ whoee fund* are ^ 

Children Servu^Board— requited $1.9 miiUoo for .the next three quarters, wtH 
get $S10,000. 

Dayton BoaraT^f Education-requested $15,0(K), will get $12,000. * 
Catholic Socia^Servicai-requested ^^Z^OQQ, will get ?15,00a 
Dayton housing program— requested $07,000, will gat $50,000. 
Home Health Aide— requited $13,600, will get $10,000. 
Legal Aid— requited $S8.000, will get $4L000. 

Mobile M^als-requ*^ $57,000, will get $22,000, ^ ^oo, aaa ^ -n * 

Montgomery County Gommunity AcUon Agency— requested $221,000, will get 

$149,000. 

Planned Parenthood— requited $118,000, wUi get $90,000. 
United Cerebrat Palsy— requited $200,000, wiU get $50,000. 
Information and Referral-requested $160,000, will get $84,000. 
Senior Citizens-request^ $151,000, will get $85,000. 

^ * ■ ■ • ; . . • . , ■ ■ »• 

[From the JoMri^l r{«r»ki. Sept m im] 

\ Social Skkvic^ Pack Drastic Cuts 1 
\ ' , 

(By Joe Dirck of the Journal Herald Staff) 

Some social service agenciai in Montgomery County face drastic cuts in federal , 
assistance payjiients because much of this year's aUocation must go to pay last 
vear*8 bills 

That's because the county and the agencies didn't get their bill^ijito therstate on 
time to be reijnbursed from last year's allocation. y . 

The county was allocated $2.94 million in federal "l^tle J^C social ji^^mce funds 
for, fiscal year 1978-79, which ended last June 30, a^te welfare official said 

^^ut^jer bills left over from fiscal year 1977-78^1^ paid, there will be only 
SOlStKK) of the Health, Education and Welfare Department funds left for the 
remaining three quarters of this year, according to ttie county welfare department s 

^^hrcounty welfare and social services advisory board yesterday reduced alloca- 
tions of the money to 15 local agencies which receive the federal payments. 

The funds are given to the agencies on a contract basis to provide services to 
welfare recipientii • 

Funds for three agencies— Boys Clubs. Family. Services and Synrise Center trans- 
portation service— were dropped altogetiv?r. , , . ^, ■ i^' rtU^ ' 

The other 12 agencies had their funds requests slashed, the most severe bemg the 
allocation to the Children Services Beard. It had request!^ $1.9 mUhon for the next 
three quftrters, but now will receive $3i0,00()^ . . * u^-* 

The problem resulted from the county welfare department s failure to subi^it tflB 
to the state welfare depcirtment, which administers thc^ funds, m time to be paid ■ 
before last year s books were closed July 31, ofTicials said. ^ , . . . , 

But the agencies themselves, must share the blame for a lack ot . timely report- 
ing" of expenditures to the county department, accordihg to a welfare stall report 
pn^sented to the- advisory board, ' ' ' ^ u •* 

Under federal rules governing allo<^tion ol the money, the county must submit 
monthly reports of expenditures to the state. The state, however, received no re- 
ports from Montgomery County for'May and June. ^ , ir ' 
- Vijay Jains, deputy director for administrative support at the state welfare de- 
oartment- said that because the county submitted -only 10 montli^ worth of ex- 
penses for last year,*fl must pay for 14 months' ct^ts from this year s allocation. 

''We don't want to be hard-nosed— we want to help the counties if we can, but we 
liave federal regulations we must follow,*' Jains said. ^ , . 

. Adding to the confusion is a discrepancy over how much money the county 
actually spent last year, according to Richard Davis, management analyst for Uie 
county welfare department. r r j i a * -i ■ 'm^n-nu 

State records show the county spent $1.9 million of the federal funds in 1977-78. 
while the county claims it^actually sp^mt about $1 million more, for ^vhich it wants 
■ to be reimbursed. ^ 
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County welfare officials have scheduled a meeting with Jains in Columbus Oct. 10 
to clear up the discrepancy. " ^ 

Each, local agency must submit up-to-date bills to the county by that date, and 
reports will be required monthly from then on, the advisory board ctafifeed yester- 
day. , < / ' 

Davis said the monthly reporting requirement has not been stringently enforced 
previously because money has never- been ^ problem. In fiast year^, the county has 
never beep able to spend all the funds allocated to it. 

But .last year, he said, cuts in ailocations to large, metropolitaji counties such ai^ 
Montgomery were made so the available "money could be more equitably ^spreacT 
among smaller, rural counties. 

Children Sei*vices has been the chief culprit in tardy reporting, welfare ofHciais- 
sHiid,'^iniarily because it receives the largest amount of money— roughly GO j>erceht 
of the county's totiil allocation of these federal funds. . , . 

The budget slash ordered by the advisory board yesterday will be a severe hard- 
ship for the agency, according to acting director Alberta Lewis. 

"We will have to reduce our sc'rvice drjisticallyj' she said. '*But as far as the exact 
degree. (of the reduction), we'll have to lock at it first.*' 

The agency is legally mandated to provide -services in such areas ^ -child abuse 
and neglect, Ms. I^ewls said. While none of its existing programs will be eliminated, 
the time it takes to respond to some cpmplaints may lengthen, ' ' ^ ^ 

• *Xs a county agency, Children Services -may be forcfli to ask the county commis- 
sion to additional opc^rating monoy^ '*but I understand fiiinds there are limited too/' 
site said. * 5| 

Ms. Lewis said the large amount of money her agency receives maktfs it particu- 
larly difficult to report expi^nditures promptly. 

■ *it'» nowhere near iis simple for us as it is, for an agency that's only receiving 
$10,0(K) or $lo,0<K);' she said. i 

. Welfere officials said the allocations we^x^ based on Xhe need?^ of each agency. Cuts 
were more severe in areas where other agencies may provide similar services. 

Pending congressional legislation, if approved, could provide another $20 million 
in federal social /service funds to Ohio. Jains said part of that* vioney could be 
allocated to M^n^omery (bounty to ease the pinch, 

Until.that happens, however, the a>unty welfare department will operatic* on the 
assumption that no more money will be available for this tiscal^e^^r. 

Mr, CoRMiW. Our next witness is Dr. Norma Bork, Napa County, 
Calif. . ' . V V 

STATKiMENT OF NORMA UOUf^JH.-I)., NAPA COU^^jf Y, CALIF. 
Ms, BoiiK. Thank you,' Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. COKMAN, Ms. Bprk, we are pleased to welcome you. You may 
present a more detailed statement for the record and summarize 
your statemeut.' Your complete statetnent will be placed ir^. the. 
vrecord, ^ ' ^ * 

Ms. BorK, Mr. Ckairpian ^and ^members ot the committee, thank 
you, Mr. Chairman, I woii^ld .Ulce to place that . statement in the 
record . ; 

/ Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is 
'Norma Bork. Presently 1 am consultant for speech, language, and 
hearing problems for -the Norlh Bay Regional ^ Center, \yhich is 
locate^ in Napa, Qilif. The North Bay liegional Center is a Califor- 
nia State agervcy charged with the^planiiing and provision of sei-v.- 
ices for the developn^entally delayed. It serves a thVee-county area 
of northern California, For the tagt 25. years, as a speech and 
hearing clinician, as an administrator |f Jiospitai and community 
clinics, as a college professor of si>eech patholoWy and. audiology, I 
have been intimately involved with the concerns and problems gf 
handicapped children and with tt\e life lieeds of the handicapped of 
all ages. And it is in that capacity that 1 wknt to speak today. 



However, for the past 2 yeara I have had the additioJtel perspec- 
tive of a candidate .for Congress Yrom the Stecond liistrict of Califor- 
nia/ . * ' 4 ^ 

While my district has more than its si)are of physical blauty— 
•th^ vineyards and the'redwoods of northern California— it also'has^; 
more than it needs of problems. And some of the problems aHuded' 
to in this committee were discussed with me many times during, 
the course ofi my 22 months of camppgning. 

My comments today will reflect/ 1 hope, t^p. concerns of many 
people in my district who talked to -me about footer day care and 
they wiil be terppered by my professional e?^perieace and judgment 
as>felL . . : . ^ . , . ' ' ■ . 

j First, Mr. Chaiifmarf, I would like to take a moment to commend 
the committee iis a \\'hQle for its ^Jijrceptfdn of the serious problems 
facing foster care inithe^ Nation. I am particj^^i^rly pleased that 
CaJifornia represeritatiws were among the first to' call national 
attention^. to these' problems and to design legislation to remedy the 
situation. " . ' , ^ ' 

My comments today will relate -portions of the bills under consid- 
er^tion«^to ^h^^ .Tk?ed^ of fosteff day c^^re for the handicapped of our 
area witli whom I Am familiar iiiid«-with whom I work. 

Several hundred, persons \fith ser|jdas language problems such^as. 
a'phasia*/ witiV severe hearing problems; or with learning prdWiems. 
or mental irapmrm^nt'^re living in foster homes in the {\ counties I 
Represent. Tl^?\ quality biUnuch pt that care, even in a State th^t 
pt^ides itself oft its yfeciaM^umaneness, ap^rc|achesa disgrace. 
^ I wish that.y§u could sek some*of;these placemt^nts. I knpw you 
would hurt, as 1 do, "With tiie heipk^s people involved. The prob- 
le/ns. we face ajelu'any ^uid they are diffic^u^ , - " 

The first .problem! ."which is also'tlie m<xst' frustrating, is the fact 
that then.^ are not enOu^ suitable homes* available. As "a conjie- 
quence, too often subshuidard hqntes a^e u§^ simply because there 
is no alternative. ' . , , 4|/ ' , 

Chifdren or -adults;* with harnlicapping comiitiohs-. demand work' 
beyond that cisu^^ejly. 'expected; for proprietors of h^nu^ offering 
foster clay i^are. Fewer and. fewer .pi^opie are^^witling'or able to give 
;that kind of c%rv for the income available. ; - . - ' - ' . 

Second, there are costly and* sometimes com pi icati'^d'' structural 
modifrcations ofterrneedei. The^se modifications are often- impossi- 
ble to achievy,. under present limitations Wen when w.o ck^ find^ 
phonies that woukl be avaikibl,e. 7^' 
*_^\nd tljlird* caretaker twining is i^idly needed. Sign hingua^e, for 
instaticefis sometimes needed 'Often wo lYavi;* severely handicapped 
individuiiis who could be placed if .the uireUikers could be taught to 
communicate by 'signing. Sign 'kuiguage could make the difference- 
'between whether or !iot ^peop^i^ c^n provide care fpr a. number of 
our clients. ' ' ^ * * ' 

Stimtiiatjon techniques ior 4Krndicappc*d infants is another 
. needed training areaj nutrition guidance for special needs; physical 
iherapy' guidance; medical alertness ^nd i^fany other skijls are 
^frequentJ'y re^julit^d- for adequate ibsterTiay c;are. 

For these reasons/ and;' others. 1 urge the /)mniittee to efia'ct 
several of provisions. oi' H-I^. 1^72.4. 



270 , •. - ' 

V' ' ' • ■ • ' . 

First, although I am not sure of all the ramifications of making 
the $200 nilllioft available on a perm^ent basis, I can only believe 
, that this would give needed stability to the foster day care system, 
s " I am strongly in favor of making it possible to use the WIN tax 
credit for hirir^ welfare recipients as child care workers. I think it 
I is a good ide^. ' 

For instance, we have in our district a large unempioymeMt 
problem. We alW have a serious need for child care. It seems' that 
coupling these two conditions might bring a partial solution to • 
^j^ch problem: bringing people who need' work hito a market^ where 
^'workers are needed badly. 1 urge you to adoptee WIN tax credit 
provision.. ' 
The^secoYid problem mentioned above is the significant am4U}nt 
fof extra work requiyed fbrtfc^t^ day care for the*handicapped. The 
provision of homemaker, home health aide services to adults and 
children and families could, I l^lievei help us in finding suitable 
placement by providing .some respite for those persons willing to 
take the handicapped. » * 
Thir4, the need for training for^day care operators, particularly 
■ for tho^ caring for the deaf, the language handicapjped and the 
mentally retarded, is a serious one. I urge you to take ^hatevw 
. steps necessary to keep training allocations at the highest po^ible 
level. 

In conclusion, I would like to say that my comments, while not 
' • buttressed with reams of facts and figures, do represent a. real need 
• mentioned to me by many constituents in the district. It also 
represents a need that I have seen and struggled with professional- 
ly. ■ ■ , - . V ' 

I firmly believe that these prot)lems result in a lower quality of 
life care for these unfortunate' people than is, really necessary, and 
that they are problems we can begin to correct. 
, . . Once again I would like to commend you; Mr. Chairman and 
thank you for yoilr interest and concern in this' regard. 
^ Mr. Gorman. Thank you very much. We appreciate your testimo- 
ny. ' 

Our next panel is Dorothy Daly, on behalf of the Council on 
Social Work Education; Jack Moskowitz, vice president, Govern- 
ment Relations, United Way of Ameri(?a. We welcome the two of 
you to the subcommittee this afternoon. 

STATKMKNT OF DOROTHY BIRD DALY. ON BEHALF OF TIIK 
('PUNCIL ON SOCIAL WORK EDUCATION 

, Ms. Daly. Good afternoon, Mr. Corman, and thank you for the 
opportunity to present the testimony on behalf of the Council on 
Social Work Education. - * . - • 

I am Dorothy Bird Daly, associate director for social service^ of - 
the National Conference of Catholic Charities* and formeii dean of 
the School of Siyial Work, and professor emeritus of Catholic Uni- 
^ ■ versity. , " . ' 

I ^am presenting this testimony today in my role as the president 
of the Council on Social Work Edumtiottr 

The^^unpil on Social Work Mucation is a membership organ iza- . 
; tion wnijse VistitutioRal members consist of the graduate schools of* 
\ social work, the undergraduate departments of soqial work, and the 
t . * 
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agencies who are concerned with and make use of tHe product of 
the .educational system in social work. - 

Dur remarks will today be directed primarily to those' aspects of 
the legislation under discussion that have to do with training, but I 
would like to preface my remarks by indicating ouf general sup- 
port for the amendments that have been proposed/particiiiarly the 
increased ceiling for the social services program such as has been 
suggested by this subcommittee in its recommendations to the 
House Budget Committee. 

Th^re is Certainly a clear need in our opinion for an expanded 
Federal financial commitment tp the delivery of social services. 
And a $3.1 billion program is a reasonable one, given the clear 
need for expanded services to families, ,to children, to youths, to the 
aged, and to the handicapped that ; have been financed and will 
continue to be financed under title XX. ; 

Wp also generally endorse the expanded supportJbr child welfare 
services, which have received very little Federal support over the 
years. As you are well aware, there is ai^ acute need for improved 
services in^the foster care afld adoption #rea, as well as in the fiel4 
of protective services, for children; and services to prevent foster 
care placem^nts, and maintain children in their natural family 
settings. 

We are concerned with education because of our concern for the 
quality of sc^rvices which are ^^jj^lable to people in need of them in 
this country. 

I would like, before getting into our consideration of the training, 
I would like to mention something that has been obliquely referred 
to throughout thes^testimony today by a great many people, but not 
expresse^d or attention directed to it in any direct fashion. And that 
i^, the importance, if we ar^ to have effective and efficient service 
delivery, the importance to have highly qualified personnel in deli- 
vering*those services. 

The President s Committee on Government Reorgani2ation in ^ 
Subcommittee on Dat^i Processing reported >|^hat they considered to 
be a shocking tinding. This committee wa^icom posed of manage- 
rhent system experts, not social workers orj^ocial service adminis- 
trators. And whht they, found is a shocking condition in the human 
services field, particularly the social services— what they found! was 
very, very po<.>rly ^qualified personnel engaged at the most in>por- 
tarit spot in the hupian services system— the potTrtsof interface with, 
the client. And they said there could be little don^^t94mprove the 
management system and to make use of automatic data processing 
in order to improve that management if the proper information 
was not Hvailable to.be fed into^he system in the first place. 

Their first, recommendation was that something be done about 
the quality uf the personnel that was deli^^ering the services. 

Recently, in one of the repK)rted severe cases of child neglect, in ^ 
which one child died and another jchild'was severely injured in a ^ 
horiie where the mother was not inherently e,vil, or intentionally 
^^destructive to the children, but was both retarded and emotionally 
disturbed— rt was a case that was known to ^e State system and 
had been reported as a case of neglect. ^The worjcc^; responsible for 
it had not completed the seventh ^rade of education/ 



The deterioration in personnel standards in State public services , 
systems over the past 10 years has been one of ^great concern to us. 

* I think it ahouid be of concern to this committee. 

We do not believe ^ 

Mr. Gorman, May I interrupt to ask a question? I want to fair 
. with the States in providing training money, but I must say. we 
canrtot provide Federal funds to corre<?t the ediieational needs of 
social workers who have gone only to the seventh grade. 

Mrs. Daly. That is the point f am trying to make. Our point is 
that to hire^ unqualified, people, and then to spend millions to 
upgrade them after they are^ employed, is wasteful particularly 
when there are available people that we are producing from the 
graduate and undergraduate schools of social work, Mr, Chairman, 
' as well, as other people who are being trained in early childhood 
education and the other disciplines ne^ed in the range of title XX 
seV^ces. Mr. Chairman, these should be enjployed for the provision 
of services to vulnerable, needy persons, 

You hdve the Inter-Governmental Personnel Act that Congress 
passed and w^ich governs progpams in States administering grant- 
in-aid programs. They are required under the intergovernmental 
serviced system to hire the most qualified available people. But 
tfiese standards ^e not being enforced by HEW or CSC. 

I»d6 not think you reed to do anything more than to put into 
your report, ^nd make the recommendation to HEW, that they 
reestablish some guides, some standards to the States that wifl ' 
encourage them to make use of the properly qualified personnel to 
deliver the services. 

I was trying to make the very point of your question. I think it a 
waste to hire unqualified people and then try to train them on tha 
^job. . / 

. Mr. CofiMAN. Thank you. 

Mrs. Daly! Now» on the training. We want to say two things: 

* First, we want to speak to the Administration's proposal to put a 
ceiling on tra'ining expenditures that are presently financed on a 
matchirifif basis with the* Federal Qovernment providingf $3 to 
match eVery $1 of State expenditure. The ceiling proposed by the 
administration would preserve the separate trailing authorization, 
.hut would limit the training program in each State to 3 percent of 
the social service budgc^t of the State. 

,| While training funding clearly has some relationship, a direct 
^relationship to social service funding, a 3-percent ceiling iwould be 
\ harmful 

\ Some 30 states already exceed 3' percent of their social service 
expenditures for training. * ^ ' 

i In June of last year, 14 States exceeded 4 percent, and 10 states 
exceeded 5 percent of their service budget for training. 
: 'We believe that the problem is much more ofie with regard to 
the quality of training and educational activities than it' is in 
i-egard to fixed quantitative ceilings. The way the title XX training 
program currently operates is, there is no requir^ent tiiat a State 
develop gr submit to HEW a plan dealing with its manpower needs 
and programs. HEW^is.not required to^ approve whatever plans a 
State itiay develop. 
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We bblieve that a carefully' designed state plan requirement 
similar to the service plan requirement, without burdensome pa-- 
pervvork on , the states, could improve management for this pro- 
gram and the quality of training and education. Wjth such a provi- 
sion, it is our belief that the training budget would remain under 
reasonable controls and yet be responsive to the increased training 
needs whiiJh we have indicated exist. 

. We would support that the traiiii«g plan be kept parallel with 
the services plan. And if you approve a 2-year services plan, that 
you institute a 2-yeaf training plan to accompany it. 

One other point is that title XX presently has provisions for both 
a State social service plan and a State planning process. We would 
recommend that the State planning process required by section 
2004, Mr. Chairman, include a new provision related to training. 

That provision^hould requirtf a description by the State of: first, 
the needs' for lynv many personnel, and Nvith what knowledge and 
skill, should be employed in order to^carry out that responsibility; 
what proportioti of those are available; and what proportion need 
to be upgradedfor trained in order to meet the needs. 

The plan should also state very clearly the relevance of such 
training needs to tlie title XX program and the training progranis 
intended to meet those needs. 

Fourth, where appropriate, criteria for sel^tion of those to be 
traiilM and tlie training institutions utilized. . 

Fifth, the source and amounts of resources necessary to carry otit 
the training program. Since this provision would be part of the] 
program planning section, such planning would be subject to public 
comment and would become part of the comprehensive annual 
services plan, ^ 

A new provision should aiso be added to section 2002 analbgoufi 
to the provisions related to services, Mr. Chairman, indicating no 
payment would , be made by the Federal Government to any state 
with respect to any training or retraining expenditures unless the 
Secretary, determines that the State's program planning for train- 
ing* is adequate and in accordance with the training planning provi- 
sions. 

We have other training reccfmmendations. One, we would urge 
the subcommittee to require an evaluation and report to Congress 
by the Secretary on the operation of the training program-, Mr, 
Chairman, instituted under these changt>s, by the close of the third 
year of full implementation. 

We would suggest that authority be added to ^title XX authoriz- 
ing the Secretary to make grants or ctmtracts for professional 
manpower development and training research ^nd evaluation in 
the social services area, as well as for training for the services 
pt*rsur\nel. 

Finally, we would like also to suggest a revision^^of the provisions 
related to private. donated funds. This is'one tha*t concerns us very 
much, p^rticuUirly since a good many of the training institutions, 
both graduate and undergraduate, are under private auspices. 

At present, whether for services or training, private donated, 
funds may constitute the, State matching share but oniy^where the 
donation is unrestricted, at least as far lis donations by program 
sponsors are concerned. 

4 ' 
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The private, nonprofit sector— that is, the 50 l-C-S agencies— in 
bbth services and education is disadvantaged by this provision be- 
cause it cannot contribute matching for the restrictive purpose of 
improving or expanding its program. It can only give money to the^ 
, State on an unrestricted basis, 

* And in the institutions of higher education, particularly the 
private institutions, the. trustees of those institutions in many in- 
stances^ in fact in most instances, do. not believe they^ can make 
such a contribution until it is legalized, even through the indirect 
process. They cannot because they feel that their money has b^n 
contributed either by paymenf of tuition or by grants to the insti- 
tution for a specific educational purpos? And they have no right to* 
turn- it over to^he State for unrestricted purposes- 

So we iiV, the training area, particularly, Mr, Chairman, are 
severely disadvantaged by this indirect payment, 

I think Mr. Silverman spoke on this subject to the committee last 
week. His fund has been helpful in trying to find a^way around this 
with the universities and with the Council on Social Work .Educa- 
tion. He and we would certainly prefer the direct payments^^ 

Public institutions are not so disadvantaged since the patching 
share for a public school or service agency is appropriated by the 
State, and may be appropriated on a restricted basis. 

We would recommend that, at least, in the training area, Mr,- 
Chairman, the private donation provision be amended to permit 
donations which are restrict,ed as to purpose/ so long as the project 
to which the restriction applies, Mr, Chairman, is identified in thu 
plan of the State agency to which I referred earlier. 

Thank yoii^ very much for having made the time available to us; 
• We have s^ubmitted written testimony on which these remarks 
are based. - 

Mr. CoKMAN. It will be placed in the record. * 

(The prepr^ed statement follows:] 

STAi:i:MKNT OF THK CuUN<ni. OF S^K-iAL WoRK KpUC'ATION 

The* following statempnt tWuse.s on training pro^^rams* 

Und^T Title XX, ihv ?KH^(^rn\ CJovc^mnuMit matches state exjH^nditures for training 
co.sts Int'ludinK in-s^Tvice trnininK C{}st.s and the cost.s of ^tuni^ to institutions of 
higher tniucation and student aid oi'\on\\ ^by ?uch institutions to .studentii who n\vei 
the eHKi*^)ihtv re<.|uirenvents of the Title XX training reftulations. The. statute rc^ 
nuires that title XX training expi'nditures dirtH^tly related to the training of 
m-rsonnel for the' Title XX service system. In this connc^-tion, a fairly elalwrate ^^t 
of regulatunis w:is promulKutt>d by JiKW in the initial yeanj^f the Title- XX 
training proKrani 1^he pro^nifn currently provides sup|K)rt lor tWhun^^ through in- 
service trainin^^ activity or grants to educational institutions for tramm^^ of indivui- 
uals. currently employc^i by the state Title XX aKency in any capacity, whefher 
adininistrafive or siTVice delivery, and the training of service delivery p<^rsonnel for 
public an(i private provider aK^'ncies, Public and private provider agencien would 
HK-kuie Uh^- aRi'ncies m state ^uvexfunent such as the mental health agency whjcli 
mav cojWract with the state I'itle XX agency iu provide mental health services to 
Title XX eiigibles as well as private agencies such as family Si-rvice agencies or 
child welfare' a^ncies which havi' contracti^, with the Title XX state agi|^y. In 
/fiddition. stu(ienn? prepariiiK for employ men^r^Uh t^n- state Ti^k-^ a^Wi^v mj*yi>*i 
^r-iined in programs Hup|K)rte<i bv grants to the educational institution, buch stu- 
•iknts' rtiay also receive student 'aid provided that the students have n written 

* ilhtract with the state Title XX a^^encv in which the student -agrees to make him- 
" or herself available for enn^evnieot. witli the }5tati> T\i\v XX agency 

The pm^ranr has Ihto quae successful m niauy resf^'cts while it obviously d(K*s 
not please everyone. U is a' very unupa.' F^ieral program of professional training 
since the major agency the service delivery system is directly mvoived -with the 



formulation of the education and training programs for social service persounel In 
mo6t other areoi^ oM'ed^ral support foi\the training of ^i^fet^ionalSt there is little 
or no relationship, iptween the service delivery agencies aM/he educational institu- 
tions. This unique experiment has been quite sucet^rui on oalance as evidenced by 
a study performed for HEW by the Florence Heller Graduate School for Advanced 
Studies in Social Welfare at Brandeis University und^ the able direc^on of Charles 
Schotlaad. That study, dated September 1976, reviewed Title XX training pro^ram^ 
in 6 states. While recc^izing the ^eat diwr^ity among state social service pro- 
grams and the need for diverse training to relate to such progr^ra8,**the .study 
essentially support^ a Federal role in flnoncing a m^jor program for social service 
monjiower. ' ^ { 

In the course of the past year, there have betn attwipts by HEW to get view» of 
the various parlies involved with training un order tc improve the current programr 
Much improvement Can be obtained sitnply^rough regulations since the statute isi 
very broad with regard to wliat training may be finan<^. A number of liberalisa- 
tions were recommended by u» including sa^e to deal with rather strange rewtric- 
tions in the current regulations. We bel^e^fe, for example, that the administrators 
and managers of public i^nd private provide! agencies should be eligible for training, 
not just the service delivery personnel of su^ agencit«. There seems to be no reason 
nor any statutory basis for permitting the training of such management personnel 
within the Title XX agenc^but not within |^e provider agencies. We think the 
provider agencies have major needs for training which Title XX can njeet. In 
addition, the only students preparing for employment who may be trariaed are th«[^ 
being 'trained for the Title XX agency. Students preparing for employment with 
public and private provider agenci^ cannot receive any form of training support 
under Title XX. Again, this limitation seems fairly arbitrary and has no stiUutorjj 
basis. The statute simply indicates that training or retraming must be directly 
related to the Title XX program. Public and private provider agencies are as much 

: a part of the Title XX program as the Title XX agency itself; at least so long as^ 

i those agencies have major purchase of service contracts. 

With the many training needs that are not addressed by Title XX at all, it would 
not seem to be particularly responsive to impose a ceiling on the training pn^am 
at this point in time. Thei'fc are othdc arguments against such a ceiling presented 
later in this testimony. ^ » 

Funding levels for Title XX training since the first full Federal fiscal year of the 
program have increased substaptialiy but we do not believe those increases consti- 
tute evidence of a nationwide abuse of this prc^rarn. In Hscal. year 1977, when 
training funds for the first time were- clearly designated as Title XX training and 
not commingled in Federal accounts with income maintenance and Medicaid. train- 
ing, the level of Federal eflbl-t was So5 million. In fiscal year 1978, that figure rose 
to approximately $ti8 million. Estimates for fiscal year 1979 arc in the range of $85 
to $^H) million and estimates for fiscal year 1980 are in the range of $95 to $100 

' million. The total rate of growth over the '.lyear period betwetm fiscal ll>9T"and'. 
fiscal lOHd is ufiout 24 percent per year.^The growtlv, rate from . fiscal year 1978^ to 
date is a little oyer 20 percent and the predicted growth rate for fiscal year 1979 
and 198G is in th^ neighborhood of 12 ^)ercent to 14 p^yrcent without any cefling 
pro|x>sed. Thus, the ^nnual rate of growA is 24 percent and the grbwth rate hutj 
l)cen declining it would seem. I do not bi^lif^vo that these are ajjOrming national 
figures? given the magnitude 'of the social <?ervice program *and the great need for 
training of pt^rsonnel for the social service* system. .Ke^'ent studit»s in the child 
welfare field document the enormous deficier^"it»s ir^^ training of per*$onnel for chil- 
dr€?ns' services. We lx4i»ve that we are joined in our aiis^^ssment of the major needs 
for training programs for personnel in the Title XX program by the American 
Public Welfare Association, the National Governors Association, anjd aSso<:u^tions of 
provider agpiicit's 

f DATA ON TflK NKKiTfOK S<X'IAL SKRVI(*K M%NK)WEK ' 

i Some inlbrmation has bei^n urgani?^ with regard to social service manpower 
need.s. The Council on Social -Work Education supportiKi a study which has U^en 
submitted for the record. That study draws heavily on Rurea*i of Labor Sl^tistics 
infl>rmation which indicates tliat through 1985 there will be approximately 35,000 
job ofx^nings in the social work field. Graduate and undergraduate schools of social^ 
work currtHitly produce alx)Ut H),0()0 ^^raduati^s per year. While some other schools 
may produce ^fociai sf»rvice manfxjwer, there is clearly a substantial shortfidl. In a 
reciyit report to the Senate Appropriations Committc**, As^sisUint Secretary Arabella 
Ma/tinez indicated a rei'ognition of this data. In her report, which we also submit 
for' the rtH:ord, the question is raised at to whift the level of training is that is. 
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necessary for these people and whether specialized training in s^ial work or^social 
services' is required: We would submit that sudh traijfung is necessary and the study 
done by Peat Marwick & MitcheJl and tht^ Child Welfare League deaiing-with the 
child welfare services prelaw supports our position. While this study was of state 
child welfare agencies and their programs, not Title XX agencies and their pro- 
grams, we think that then* are analogous problems in the Title XX programs. This 
study of 25 state child welfare service programs indicates that one of the gr|&atest 

..shortcomings in the child welfare service program is the inadequate training of 
personnel who are performing very complicated and serious jobs such as determin- 
ing the placement of children and determining whether they are abused or neglect- 
ed. , : 

It is self-tjvident that the effectiveness of sbciar serviceSj like the eHe<:tiveness ot 
health services, depen'd upon the abifities of the personnel dejivemrig the service. 
We are not talking about hardwac^ or mass-prorfuc^ . products, but rather the 
delivery of services by one human, being to another. Many of the shortcomings in 
our social service programs relate to the inadequate preparation, training and skill 
of the individuals attempting to perform these pc«rsonal services, 
' If one aiisumes that there is a myjor need. for more trained social st»rvice manpow- 
er and better trained 'manpower, and we clearly do believe this, it is apparent that 
the Title X!X ^^al si^rvice training progTA^i is the only aiajqr resource to meet this 
need. There is a small training program ailthori?.ed under Section 421) of the Social 

'Security Act under which HEW makes direct grants to institutions of higher iearii- 
ing. That program is funded at only mlllien, however, and the Administration m 
proposing to cut that pro-am Co million for fiscal year 1980, XhQ only otht^r 
program which trains s^K-ial service pt^rsonijel involvixi with Title XX in some major 
>vay is the training progi;am" of the Administration on Aging. That entire program is 
only $17 million and much ibf that money is si)erit on improving the sUiU» and local 
ag^ing iigencies' p*'rfbrmance. Those agencies are not generally Title XX provider 
agencie.s. ■ ' ■ 

THK ADMINISrkATIUN S I'HOIXXSAI. IX) LIMIT TILMMNCl l:XI»FJ>tl)lTUKi':S 

The Administration hiis prOfKXscKi a ceilipg on training ex|K?nditures which are 
presently financed on a matching biisis witH the Federal (Government providing )>H 
to match evt^ry $\ of state expenditures. The ceiling proposed by th^ Administration 
would preserve the separaUi training authorization but would limit the training 
program in each state to 3 percent of the social ^t^rvice budget in each ^te. While, 
training funding clearly has .some relationship to w:>cial service funding, \i l^ percent 
ceiling m each siate would 1k» very harmful ta the program at'tHis point in tinie. 
Some states already exceed, H p<>rcent of their sociarservil?^> ex^)enditures for their 
training programs. In Jutie of last year, II statt;*^ exceed 4 pc^rcent and 10 states 
exreiide>d pi^rcent of their s^^rvice budget forHraining/ > * 

>, We believe that the problem is much mure one v^Hh regard. tt> the • qUaiit;if<>i 
training and educational activity than it is, with regard to fixed quantitative (reijr 
ings The way the Title XX training program currently ofK^rates. there in no require- 
ment that the state develop or submit to HKW a plan dealing with its manixnver 
ne<Kls and programs. f|EW is not required to approve pktns. We helieve that a^ 
carefully d(>sign£Ki stiite plan reiiulrement, similar to service plan requirements,, 
without' burd<i?nsome pii per work upon the states, .coy Id improve managemont of ihis 
program and the (|ua|itv of training and tducation. With such a provisit)n, it is oar 
belief that the tnunmg'budgc^^ould remain under reasonable controls and yet be 
I resixmsive to the increas<:Nd tWffiing m^Kls which, wt» have "indicati^d exist; We also 
" ^>elieve that the 'Pitle XX regulatiuns should Ixvlih^^raii^Mitb p^Tmit the hainjng or 
fx^rsonnel directly involvini with the Title XX nystem who are hoi m)W.traine<i with 
Tith^ XX money such adminintrator*^ and managc^rs- of public 'and private provider 
age^ncles hnd ^^tudei^ts- preparing fur empjoymoht .wUh Ihoi^^ agencies. We also think 
that publit: anfrprivate provider- agen<>irs shonid hi^ - treated M he -:^atne a^ the-.«tate' 
Title XX agency with regard to the training opporlyxuticy? o(foriHl iMi^pluyees. 

Title XX presently has provisioris'jor buh .aijtate socMai. servke plan %^bich must- 
bi^ approved by the S^xiretary ^S<K'tion 2i^<)3(d)) ^ind a stat^^-plaiinirig prtKeSvS which* 
resuftH in the c<Hin>rehrn^;ive''<wintitH s^M-^lcejs piVj^^^^^ 2IHM). We Would 

r.tH:oi1imend that the state fJlantiinK prd<U.vSH r<H^uired by Sectlbn tm4 inciudr U new 
provision reJuted to training. T)m\\ i)rovisiun , should VV^iuire a desc^ription- by .the 
^Uite of: (alfeKj.s iW FXM'spnntvlvirainiu^ in th£' -st]*te and tFve Ce^il4:orii>s .ofM^dJvldv 
uals ne>eding training (ifjciuding adininistrative.pi^rsonnei of provider agent;io.s',ana 
• individiAils i^ri^paring for ejnploymeni wrih provider. agencjfH); rc^,,^eleyance XjC such 



training needs to the Titje XX program; (c) the training pro^anis int^ided to meet 
those needs; (d) where appropriate, criteria for seicxrtion of those, to be trained and 
the training institutions; and (e) the source and amounts of resources ^tieoi^sary to 
carry put the training program. Since this provision would be part of the prc^jrum 
planning section, such planning would be subject, to nubile comment and become 
part of the compi^hensive annual services prt^am plan; A new provision should 
alno be added w Section 2002, analogous to the provisions related to services, 
indicating that i\p payment would be made by the F^eral Government to any state 
with re^^>ect to ahy training of retraining expenditures unless the Secretary deter- 
mines that the state's prt^ram planning for training i« ad^uate and in accprduace 
with the training planning provisions. 

' We believe that these provisions would stimulate improved training programs. 
The public participation in the process of training needs assessment and pn^ram 
development should be a benefit to the, program. Aj^o, HEW would have lta<al 
authority to deny Federal payments to maUrh state expenditures where the plan 
failed to document the need for the training and itij relevance to Title XX. Such is 
not presently the case* ProvLsions like these should both contain cpsts as well as 
stimulate quality training. 

OTHUn RAINING KEC'OMMI':.Nl)ATlONS ^ 

Wc would also urge that the Subcommittee require an evaluation and report to 
Congress l>y the Secretary on the operation of this training program with these 
changes by the close ^f 'the third year of full impienientation. We wbuiA suggest, 
that an authority be added to Titie XX' authorizing the Secretary to makejrants or 
contracts for professional manpower training research and evaluation in the social 
service atea; particularrly under 'ii'i<fe XX. 'A ' 

We would also like to suggest a . revision of^ tJie provisions .related tb private 
donated funds. At j?A^sent, Vhether for services or training, privateSJonated funds 
may conBtifutx* the slate matching share but only^ where the donation is unrestricted 
a| if ast us far as donations by program sponsors are concerned. TlitT private sec^tor 
i() both services and education is disadvantag<#d by this provision because it .canl^pt 
contrjbut^e matching for the rest^'icted purpase of^improving or expanding its pr€h 
gram. It can^oiily give money to the state on an unrt?stricted basis and most trustees- 
of $;uch ir^titikions Svill not do that. Public institution^ are not so disadvantaged 
sjnce the^n^tqhing share for a public .school or seriHce agency is appropriated, ii^ the 
styite and^niay ,be appropriated on a restrictixi basis, We wpuld recommend that in 
the'iraiiung area, the private donation provision be amendcKi to pc^rfnit donations 
W'hich are restricted a$ to purpose so long as the project to which the, restriction 
appiiiil is jdehtiHed in tht* plan of the state a^ . 

■ \ ,'mX>N('LUJ4K)N' , \ jijjj^ 

Prafi^ionul Jt)an jKhs£»r' t-Painii^g for the i^'ial siiFvices ^Mjttfl^K^^^^ ^^^^^ 
qij^lily of social S4^rvic4?sr just iis critical iis health manj)q|I^H|||^Kthe health 
system. We lH,*jicve .that the provisfens which we have rm)jtt||^^^HR|d improve 
ihi? quality qf^^uch training and control any abuses about ^P^Hpj^Sub^ommittee 

tirothfen;? are 'concerned.; We would urg*^ the Subcom m it teeyto^ane^ this step at this 
4in1e itad . thim reas^\SK the nuin and training sy.stem^ after il has been in 

vbpera^Bp' for a few years; at least 2 to 3 full years. We also bi'lieve that liberalising 
the private dcmation provisions and' the t*ii^ibility for training of provider personnel 
provisions will improve .the efftH^'tivenessXif the training program. Finally, a spoclHc 
progra^i authority for socia| service manpower research and evaluation is needed 
ana sbould ^issist HEW in determining national social SK^rvice manpower ru^'-ds and 
standards, ' ^ 

• Mr. .COHMAN; Mr. Moskowitz. > , _ ^ 

STATEMENTOF jack moskowitz* \iCE president, (U)VEUN- 
MEN T REI.ATIONS. trMTED,WAY Ol^ AMF^HKW; ACCOMPANIED 



^ in^fATRICIA BARRET 

" Mr^ Moskowitz. Thank yo.ti'r Mr. C%irman. 

I have with me Patricia I^rret of mj; sta'ftV who is our title XX 
expert. I y^onid likd" to ^bn^it oar statement fdr the record and 
give a brief regume <if it, ^ . ' , 4 

. Mr. CoHMAN. That is fine. 
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Mr. MosKOWirz. United Way of America supports strengthening 
title XX's capacity to stimulate more thoi^htfuj and i-esMnsive 
planning and organi^tion .of social service delivery in the Slates. , 

Attached for tJ^Crecofd is. a copy of a position paper proposing 
legislative afid administrative changes needed to accomplish this 
goal This position papeb was developed by a task force composed of 
local United Way professionals from across the country^. 

Could that be placed in the record? . 

Mr. CoRM^N. Yes; the p(^tipn paper will be placed in the record. 
V [The^aper follows:] 

UNiTici) Way ok America Title XX Position Paps^ ^ 

BACKGHQUND 

. The history of Title XX of the Social Security Act and ita precoursers, Titles IV-^ 
' and" Vt, re fleet a long^ evolutionary process towards an effective means of stimui«-- 
ink? comprehensive state social service pro^fTams without diminishing either state 
responsibility or autonomy. Thrbughout this process, ii has penodicaily been reex- 
aniintKi and reshaped in the light of accumulated experience and insights regarding 
how to accom-plish current t^k^ better and what new directions it ougnt to take. 

Title XX is actually the result of th0 last major^eexamination m 1974 -75 ot the 
way social si^rvices were evolving within the frtimework of the state welfares sys- 

^^Oriiiioally fcnieral support of stxite sociaF services were authprisied under Titles 
1V-A and Vl of the Social Security Act. This program was small, serving welfare 

■ recipitints only and emphasizing casework. In the late 60s. congressional and ad-^ 
niinistrative action broadened program eligibility tp include former and potential 
public assistMnce recipients and expanded- eligible services to £i»wide range of spe- 
ciah/tHi serfTces beyond the old casework definition. The purpose was to^ actively 
promote m6rt* intensive, more creative state effort to reduce welfare aependency. 

Ilowever, the funding for this program was totally open ended with the federal 
TOvernment required' to match all state dollars spent for eligible services. Through 
the end of the decade, the program expiocied as eligible services grew and ^^s stat^ 

■ hudgivt. officers, also, increasingly sought to place ino re existmg^rvices under^he 
S<K:ia] Security Act. Federal expenditures more than quadrupled between 1%9 and 
1U72. The program Was out of control. ^ -t. . , 

In order to reestablish control, but to continue to promote Hexibie ^nd compre- 
hensive state social s^^rvice programs, Title XX^was created. It represimtc^ the best 
compromise then available to the Administration, the Congress, the states, the 
public ^welfare establishment and the voluntary s^K^tor. , In order to meet . these 
criteria Title XX's conjprehensive planning mechanisms were established, calling 
for a mHKis ass*^s^nn>nt. prcx^ess to support state planning, a citizen participition 
mtx'hanisin^fcK-, reviewing the p^ and an accounUibility .system to determine 
program effectiveness. ^* wr i^.. . . , 

AH orthes<> measures s\ipix)rti^f^ concept ot building systems tor social service 
dfxision-makir\g within tha??^itt-;. It has been effectivt-. and states have made great 
.strides m devolbping both systems and skiiis in thes^^ areas However we are again 
at a f)oint whc^e another rcH^xatnination is ntH:essary m order tor f itle XA to tally 
re^iiize its |K)tential and tq go one step further. 
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More t'ffort is neiKiedOn 'the Title XX program to j)erft*ct the systems now being 
formed and to extend thesc-devision-makmg pnK-esses down to the local levef 

Title KX is maturing as the core program for social st^rvice financing, planning 
and programming. It the one prc^^am that cuts across categorical program hnt^ 
and thus, tends to the thre^ui that ties together the federal patchwork quilt ot 
cateKurical humay s<>rvia>?r at the-itate and icx.-a] levels. lkH.'austvof this function, it 
has UKi to.btnter ciK)rdination' and integration of services and ultimately to a mure 
efilcient means of getting services to i^eople. 

Further 'Title XX is Oit-^^me program interrelating the pubhc/and the yolunU\ry 
s4K:tors ttirouKh it.s expensive urn- of purchase of ^^erv'ice contracts and donaU-d 
matching funds as well iis its broad basi.-d planning and citizen participation mtHrha- 
nisms This program has also started to break doWn the old artificial ^mrners that 
had irrown up k-tw^^^n services to welfare recipients and servicers to a l others. 
Purch'Lsc^ of .s^'rvice has brought recipients into contact with -a much broader range 
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Hi* servic;e^ and a^encii^. Title XX s eligibility criteria permits statu te encompass 
middle income persons as well as recipienta and low income persons in th^r service 
programs by using sliding fee scales. "'^""^^ 

If state a;id local planning and service delivery systems were further dei^elopejd 
under Title X>CXhis pn^am could, in the future, serve as a vehicle for new human 
services imtiativai or to link other current cat^orical program areas. However, 
such utilizations ©TTitle XX are not feasible until TOie XX ia operating? smoothly at 
all levels. * . 

1 4 . / V. LEGLSI.ATIVK ACTION ' 

Ceiling , , 

' Jitie XX funding shouid he increased aoer an assured period of time. — Since the 
$2.5 billion ceiling was initiated in 1972, inilation has reduced its purchasing power 
by nearly half If the ceiling had risen at the same rate as the consumer price index, 
it would have billio|? in l978. Recent increases of $400 million to Title XX 

have be^n only annual authorizations and not permanent increases to the ceiling. 
For the past two years, authorizing legislation has not passed Coogress until well 
.into" the new fiscal year, crt^atmg douBis^ about the outcome. 

Th^ combination of uncertainty,- instability and ercsion of the program funding 
has providtxi 'disincentives to planniqg and to building the systems necessary to-do 
it comprehensively. In or^er to rever^»e thi* trend and increase and broaden plan- 
ning, there must Ik* a permanent increai^e in Title XX funding with sufficient lead 
time for planning before the funds become Available. Each jurisdiction qualifying for 
Title XX funds should h^ve a deperidable level funding fairly representing itij 
level of needs, f / 

' IHtie XX funding should /be structured to pn^vide direht'iniH'ntiues to states^ for 
system 4)uiidin^ functions.-f~; Th(^ would include planning, citizen participation, 
needy iissetisment, evaluation and staff developmeiit. This could be done in several 
ways. More attractive matching ratic^ cOuld be us^ to encourage desirable activi- 
ties. A f»epiirate administrative set aside or a technical a^istance or research and 
.demonstration fund could be made available outside of the structures of the funding 
c^^^ling so that a state may qualify to establish or test new systems even if it is at its 
' ovB^Ti ceiling. 

planning' 

Title XX should, promote a local focus in the pl^nnin^ process.-^Need» assess- 
ments, citizen particijKition and accountability must be dirtxrted at loi:uil communi- 
ties. This level would .produce the greatest responsiveness to thq system becaus^ it is 
accessible to more people than the state level. Anchoring these functions in the 
local community will also tend to counteract the im personalization coloring most of 
our dmly^ t ran SiiCt ions and alienating so many people from government services. 

^ The use of voli^ti^^ry seekt/' input and exi)ertise should be encouraged in the 
p (a n n ing p nx'i'ss I'vh ere t y r i ( is amiia ble and. appropria te. — The voluntary s€>ctor has 
a great deal of information and expe*rtise in planning, ne^tk? asseSvSment and evalua- 
tion. However, In most cases?, this resource js oyVirlooked^ All too often the voluntary 
sector is not eve^ consulted l)efore the states or the federaj government develop 
procedures for provider agenciet^ to follow. This narrow p<^rspective on Title XX 
must b*> overcome l>efore it can .fully spieak to and relate to tx)th sectors. The 
authori;^ing legislation should clarify arid strongly state itis intent t>o fpster a public/ 
private partnei-shlp in carrying out the Title XX mandate. 

Planning shouid hi* done On a cofmjrehensiiH' /jcj^'/.s. --Title XX. should prcmidte the 
l>roadfc*st planning concepts incorporating an evxiluation component as well as needs 
assi^ssment! In this way plannmg wjll btv more viable, even during periods when 
resources for .services are not expanding and priorities m^ed to be reio^s^ed. In 
order for this to occur the Titl£^ XX planning prcKcss .should become more open with 
more frt*quent opportunities for the participation of concerned groups.- It' should al*^) 
Ix? scheduled in conjuriction with the budget process so that its results influence the 
budget rather th^fi the reverse*. This planning process nKould also att^)j^npt to identi- 
fy lind coordinate other st^rvice programs ^nd funding -.sources interrelating with 

\fit1e XX without ^ctiialiy exercising Control over them. Finally, a logger planning 
cycle tf>an the cuirr,ent annual one is essential to a more comprehi^hsive process. 

A('vdunt(jti?iiity V .1 ' ^ ; . - - ■ j 

Aixvuntabiltiy for sau^ and effikiiveness of services should 6<' shifted, to th^. Iwal , 
.level: -y^hxle it is most appropriate that fiscal accounUibility rist» upW'ard to the 
fiKieral gov0rnn>ent' .-biH^au^e pf its ifinancial support, questions about needs? and- 
service impact sjjj^puld;£^ answerable to the community where thi* si*rvi<*e was given. 



Here again, removing reeponsibiiity to the federal level increase im personalization/ 
and it lesijens the cap^uuty of the service system to make adjustments accordingly. 

Fiscal and profp^m reporting should be integrated with planning nmis.-— Social 
service reporting mechanisms could also be utili:ted to^ support the system buildipg 
approach. Now, much of the current reporting is not uiseful to the states because it- 
reOects only what the federal government needs to know aiid very little about what 
the state and local officials or service providers need to know about the program. 
Reporting requirements should mesh with these heeds. If this were done, the report- 
ing Itself would serve^ to support and encourage mor^^ comprehensive piai>ning and 
evaluation because the 4ata could be used for those purposaj. The federal govern'» 
ment would al§o get far more accurate pn^ram data because it would have more . 
significance to those preparing it than as mere papenyork. i. 

I)ata required in all reports should have some basis of comparison between them 
and shoula also haf« a correspondence with data in the CASR Furthermore, the 
CASP data should be i^roken down in such a .way that they provide adequate 
information on local communiti^. Data should not be liiriited to the planning phase ^ 
but should be extended to include a report pn the actual pn^ram for the preceeding 
year. . ■ ^" • 

, . ADMINISTRATIVE ACllON , . . 

The above recommendations speak primarily to the need to mo^iftr Title XX's 
legislative authority. This section deals with recommendations for admmistrative 
measures. .However, this categorization is not meai^ to be absolute. AH of the 
legislative changes outlined above will also i^uire athninistrattve actioq to ensure 
full and effective implementation. In some cases, where legislative action is unsuc- 
' cessful, these recomm?|idations may be acted upon at .least partially through admrn- 
istrative action. ■ ■ " 

Training 

Title XJt-tnuning should he used to reinforce the system building approach.— 
Training should be available to develop and upgrade skills necess££ry for decentraliz- 
ing the planning, evaluatiqn and delivery of services throughout tlie program. Now, 
most types of training may be given^only to staff of the state agency admiriistermg- 
Title XX. Over 50 percent of Title XX funds are now spent under purchase of 
service contracts with public or private agencil»s. It would be impc^ibie to seek 
more efficient Title XX management, or any o^^her improvement, if over half the ' 
program's i$taff is to be 'ignored. *■ 

It is especially important in testing planning or evaluation techniques, tor exam^ . 
pie, to be able to instruct all partiri points in how they work and how to get the best 
performance from them. The lacK of such trainir^^ has significantly hindered Title 
Xk's ability to develop systems below the state level. Full ;>articipation in in-service 
training programs ought to be encouraged with special emphasis on bringing volun- 
. tarv service provider^j into the process. Sonu^ of the ways this can be done aro by 
ope^ning .up the plarming process for training tb'roi^-h a published plan, by broaden- ■ 
mg eligibility for training among service provider staffs and volunteers, and by . 
pt^rmitting more flexible contracting arrangements for service providers" to obtain 
training. - ^ - _ ^ 

Avco\intability , , 

' Puycedures for fiscal progmrn reporting should Ix* aimpiifuHi and cixmiinatcxL- ' 
title XX has been much criticized for its er#rnu>us paperwork requirements and yet 
much critical information on the program is' still not readily available. The problem 
lit>s not in the amount of data collected, but in the form it takes. Useful information 
is in the system, but can't bt* readily isolateii and, therefore, is not accessible. This 
can Ix.' rectified by developing a greater corroErpondenctT betwt^n reporting mecha- 
.nisms for different purposes. Results should be able to be interpreted at the local 
level so' that they^enxviH? used in improving the s^M-vices aryi the systems, buch 
coordination in re|>orting^collid rtt^^t^ CosLs as well as paper*work^ 

Technical Assistance 

Technical assistance should sup/x}rt and encourage state system buildirkg efforts.-- 
HEW should not provide such assistance itself, but.shoujd iaahtate an exchange of 
information and expertise betweiMi the states. It should 41so use technical assistance 
U) facilitate exchanges b^^twt^n the stxites and other participants wherever approprir 
ate HEW should build blotter relationships with the voluntary stKrtor as well as wUh^ 
local ofilcials in drder to encourage bi^ttoi communication and more integrated 
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. systems of technical a^isistance. The conj^nte should also be used tp more actively 
promote improvements in the siystem elements such as needs assessments, ev^iua- 
. tion techniques, decentralized planning, and integrated planning. Furthermoij^, 
more assistance should be deveio|>6d aimed at techniques of managing purchase 6jf 
service systems from the provider s perspective as well as the administrator's and iit, 
thc^ areas of special concern to providers. Such areas are unit cost rates, reim- 
bursement procedures, s^^ice detinitions and standards, and ' methods of asgi^in^ 
services to be purchased. . 

Regulaiiona " * 

. Voluntary sector perspectiif€S and experiences if ho u Id be soi4ght m foPntuiatinf^ 
XX policies.— If Title XX goals and objectives are to be met, pro-am regulatioi^s * 
and guidelines should be appropriate to the overall program all the way down to the - 
' service delivery level. Thi^ can't occur if most consultation is Hniited to the states. 
This is espectUIiy critical because so much of the program ^ is' carried out under 
purchase of service. Representatives -of ail types of participant^ should be consulted 
at an early sta^je of policy development. In this way, policies and procedures will be 
better adapted to the purchase of service process. , . 

Planning .« ' . ^ 

A dm I n isini tii pal icie^a should encourage increased coordination with other service 
pwf^ranis and service del iiH'rers at all lei^l^. — All HEW policies and. regulations 
^ should support the effort to build more comprehensive planning and delivery sys- 
tems. A thorough policy teview should be conducted to weigh the impact of existing 
regulations on this goal and to develop new ones, if needed. Other administrative 
activities should also be reviewed. Some topics that could be considered are waivers 
of regulations to integrate special progiUms,*and adoption of a standard services 
identification system to ensure correspondence among service cat^ories. 

Mr. MosKOWiTZ. Mr. Chairman, now that I loo^^t the panel,, our 
task force was composed of professionals from Los Arigeles, Detroit, 
Atlanta, and Rochester, N.Y. May I later send a letter to the 
committee with a list of the people who composed the ta^k force, 
for the record? ^ * . . ^'^ 

Mr. R^NGEL. You are a long way . from home,t from Rochttster> - 

Mr. MpsKdwiTZ. I knaw, sir, but Geneva Johnson, who is one of 
our leacfing^ planners^ i$ froiji Roclles^er. • - ' 

The.tmijor recommendatiqns of- the task force are: ^ 

Or^, increa^fe the title XX allocation • ceiling permanently and 
authorize ail ternporaVy provisions permanently; 

Two, eliminate speciaf restrictions on the use or handling of 
1 p/ivate cgntributions to the local matching requirement; 
/Three, extend eligibility to conduct training programs to all 
qualified public and voluntary organizations and ex!((Pi eligibility 
to receive training^ to all staff and volunteers working under a title 
XX contract; . . / 

Four, permit the States to utilize a 2-year phinning cycle; and 

Five,*provide for consuh.ation with 'local officials in development 
of theCASP plan. ^ ; / . - 

Points 1, 4, and 5 are in your bill, Mr. Chairman, so I would like 
' to speak briefly to points 2 and \ . " 
- • Point 2, that is, eliminate the special restrictions on the ust? or 
handling of private contributions to the hxral matching require- 
ment, was referred to by many witnesses here ^ \ 

Mr. CoKMAN. Do you think if we w^re^iaiQr^v lenient in ^kj|^ng 
with private contributions it might solve a part of that <Sf|^Pbnt 
cap problem? 

We are really trying to figure out some way to accommodate the 
administration and still not cripple the nc^eded training programs. 
Mr. MdsKOWiTZ. Maybe Pat can answer that. 

\ . ■ ■ ■ . ■ .* ■ ■ 
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Ms Bakret. The private aonation question speaks to training, 
and it also speaks to the services. In cegard'to trainntif,^any 
nonprofit organizations afre riot permitted to conduct trammg. ^ 

We feel that they could conduct training on a shortterm basis 
and save money doing the training, because you could do it 
cheaper that way. ' . . 

Mr. CoRMAN. What kiiid^ of organizations or groups are you 

■' ^Ms"^&AftHET. Service providers, basically, who have a special 
expertise iia particular area. They are especially good at provid- 
inga certki^n service and could provide training to other agencies 

'to bring them up to speed. '"^ ■ 

The restrictions on the donated funds, however, mMce it impossi- 
ble tcput up their funds for iiiatoh directly, and this tends to keep 
them out of providing training. But there- are other problems with 
the training fund also,' in regard to nonprofit organizations. Ih^y 

•cannot do it directly either, because they cannot get a contract -to 
do training. They are ineligible. They may offer staff time to dp 
training as x)utside experts under the law, Mr. Chairman, but^apart 
from that they cannot get compensation arid reimbursement tor aii 
of their costs such as overhead and supplies. Only the universities 

' : -v^^mS* E^^^^^ Can I speak to that question, because I think your 
■■ '.question addfesses the opposite: Th^ if we were to expand the, 
■ eligible trainers and put a ceiling on it at 3 percent at the same 
time, it would complicate the problem. 
Mr. CoRMAN. Yes. ■ . ' . „\, ^ „,„+„u 

Mr MosKOWiTZ, Just backing up on this question of the match 
and lifting the restrictions on the match. It is a matter of account- 
., ability; it is a matter of being' up front and being direct ^ _ 

I think that is very importa».t. that a!!.seryice. providers be able 
to go to the Staie agenqy; pledge their rtx^^y directly; and contract 
for thk^iervices and get their-match. , h*^*^ ^au 

But now: they just blanketly givf. the money, to the Statejvit^^ 
some - sort of unw^ten gentleipan's agreement On- that ameAd- 
«tnent Mr ChajFwan, we have developed a fact sheiM;, ■ . . v 

Suld 1 sMiit that for the^record? We are starting tO, talk to 

• - Members oik tEht amendment. " 

Mr CoHMAN. That ha^ been placed in the record, 
Mr. MosKOWiTZ.,That is the sum of our testimony and recom- 
mnndations. Mr. Chairman. ■ 
[The prepared statemefit, factsheet, and list of .task force mem- 

' bers follow:] ■ * . - ' . 

• ■ ; Statkment (h-- thk Unitku Way, uk AwtKiCA 
IlniUKl Way uf Axnoricg .supfx>rt.s .stroinnhi-ning Title- XX'.'^' capa'eity to stimulatv 

< d^^tiS^l^i^^ nitKit/to accomplish this, goal. Tiiis utxs.lion paper was 
>-4f.vdo;S^^^^^ corn|..s.d of l<K-al Hnitc-d Way prot.sl.onaks .from dcros« 

/^'\?paS-ular!v>ant t<)Stn>t*^^ .... 
' LlrKTi-L tlu' Titk^ XX n^Zion .•aUing jHTtnanently and -.uithonA' MU'mpo- 
r^iry provisions ptTtnunently; ' ^ , ^ . 



' 2. Eliminate special r^trictions on the um or handliog of private cantributiwi to 
' the local matching requirement; ' » 

V 3. Extend eligibility to conduct training programs toVail qualified puDhc and 

* ta^oluntary organizatfcma and^ej^nd eligibility to receive traini^ng to ali *tafT anii. 
^^olunt^rs working under a Titl% XX contract; 

, 4. Permit the s^te^/to utilise a^two year planning cycle; and 

SrProvide for consultation widi local oflicials in development of the CASP plan. 

Pomts 1. 4, and 5 are proposed by Chairman Corjnan in HR 2724 and by the 
Administratipn. Point 1 is proposed also in Repr^ntative Stark's bill. 
' . United Way of America is the national organiaation for local United Ways. There 
are over ^000 United Wa>^ througKlut; the qountry< deeply involved in planning for 
the-coramunity's service'needs 4nd seeking the r^urccS to provida them. 

Title XX is an important program io local United Ways because it haa stimulated 
and supported greater coordination and cooperation between public and voluntary 
sectors. This cooperative effort repit^ota a creative partnership between the public 
and voluntary sectors in financing, planning, delivering a§d evaluating.many esaen- 
r tkri community service. Titler KX is the government program that supports , thef 
.largoO: number and the broads spectrum of voluntary services. No other fe(teral 
program has such a broad scope. • * 

A recent Urban Institute study on Ti^e XX for HEW indicated that ^^Imoiit one 
third of . ali Tit}e XX expenditure ($928 million of the current $2.9 billion ceiling) 
are made through purchase of aervfce arrangements with private agenci^ haostly 
nonprofit organizations; The ^voluntary sector, therefore, provides at least $1.2 bil- 
lion in Title XX'feervicee when the 25 percent local maUrh is include^. ' . # 

^ Title^itX -Bupports the basic social services provided by United Way agencies 8u<di 
as foster care, day care, adoptions, youth service^i, coun^ling and information and^ 
referral. These agenci(» have^^*nade a m^or cdntmitmenVof their r^ifrces tQ Title • 
XX, its purposes and procedures. One national voluntary organi^tion, for ejtample^ 
has found that 30 percent of its loc&l agencies' support comes from* government 
programs and 44 percent of thc^ funds are Title XX dollars. Consequently, Title 
XX policy and pix)gramming has aj>roround impact on local United Ways planning 
and allocations. Without Title XX funds vtojuntary s^rvic^ would suffer. C^verB&' 

* ly, if the voluntajiji^tor were to pull out of Title XX, there would not be liiuch of a 
program left in muny states. • * tt • j 

S^me present Title XX policies create problems for the voluntai^ sector. Uni^ 
Way of America believes the following changes will alleviate some of the problenw 
and simplify administration of the pr<^am Tor voluntary agende^j. , 

i. The Title allocation ceiling should be increased permanently and all tempo- 

myy provisions should be made permanent, 
' This would eliminate lisruptions in service prt^ams and cpmn^unity planning 
due to the uncertainty of continuation. This problein is especially, acut^ when 
legislation is delayed past the start of the naw fiscal year as has been the case for 

* the last two years. ^ . . • 

'I Special reatrictions on the or handling of private contributions io the local 
matchinff requirement shouid be eliminated,^ 
Nonprofit organizations should, be permitted to olYer cash or in kind contributiops 
for »1 match on the same basis as local public agencies. This Would prevent , 
unn^Ssary duplication' of administrative effort on the part of the state as well as 
volu^B^y organizations. It would also eliminate accountability problems for volun- 
nary ^Ionizations cau^ by current procedures requiring a blind gift of privately 
'raised funds to the ^tate. , 

J. All qualified public or iH)luntary organi^atidns should be 'eligible to conduct 
training programs and all qualified staff and lyolunteers working under a Title 
XX contract should beMigible to receii>e training oppijrtunities. 
Provider ageiKies and voluntary organ iisations may be the b**! source of expertise 

* in particular fields. Under existing law, they may be reim"burs©d only for staff time 
insti^ad of the fujl cost ^ trainini?. For this reason, voluntary agencies don t partici- 
pate Providing trailing to volunteers would encourage a greater utilization , of 

' volunteers in service deliverv and, thus, reduce program costs, helping voluntary 
agencies to better cope with fimitcd resources. Finally, in view of the fact that over 
half of the T4tl^ XX s^^rvices are delivered under contract, there is no way that state 
management of these contracts^ can be made truly effectivcTwithout tframmg the 
administrative staff of purchase of service contractors in, improved procedur^^. 
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I The Title XX plunnui^ cxcle ahouid be extend^ 'tq tCi^^years af state option. 

A two year cjdo^ would improve the qudlUiy of community piai]ning by permitting 
enouKii time between* cyck^ to reflect upon the effectivene^ps and adequacy ot the 
current plan befoni 1>^nn4ng the next one. Freeing the stat^rom thu* treadrniU 
>ouid also encourage them to 8ynclYoni2e tlu? Title XX cyclTAvith their budget ^ 
cycles. ' - 'V \ . 

3. Cofisuiiation with Itxial officials shouUi be n^ui^*d in ke preparation of the 
^ CASPplan. " * ^ , . 

Many voluntary organi:£ations and other intere*teil' group individuals do not 
have ready access to their «fete officials many times .becaufife the state capital ifi ju*t 
too far ^Jhy HoWever, their locaF officials aie cios^ j&t hand. Truly efTective social 
service syiitems* cannot be developed witly)ut a local focus for cttL^n input and 
response This provision would open a a>mniunicatmn channel touchmg not only 
planning, but all areas of the program. This .would make it more responsive to 
conynunity needs. . ■ - t • ; r. 

Any problems within the Title- XX system may be magmHed, over the next few 
years a* a result of reductions in federal support fOr social pn^ams. These circum- 
stiinces will give Title XX a much greater significknce as the primary means and, 
ptThapb. the only means .of balancing ni^jor changes in federal priorities with state 
and local priorities^* Thexefore. it. is important to us to imtn^ove the planning and 
management oT the sysU>m in order to meet these additional challenges and to'help 
conmuinitiet^ deal with>verely limited resourc^ while continuing to meet thif 
Xompiex human problem^ confronting them. ' 

Factt SuKirr on PIivAtk- Donatipns Undkr Tms XX 

'Nunder in-ction 2(M!aaK?XD)-pf current Title' XX legislation, the us« 'of donat^ 
, funds to satisfy the federal mat4.-hing requirem^jnt is severely rfiitricted. Neither the, 
' provider agencies nor the UniU^i Way or other federated fund raij/ing organisations 
may simply offer to supply the .local match for a Contract as is allowed under wny^ • 
other feilcral grant and contract programs. ; . . , . ■ . ^ 

• Title XX permits Unittid Way Ui name the t:5^pe of service to be provided With its 
match and the gi«Qgraphicat area within which' the^-rvice is to-be available Jt may. 
for example, present a donation to the state to provide day^ care to children m 
IX-troit. It may not name the agency to provide the sc-rvice. Provider agenciwi m 
donating fundi?, may Jiot even name the servicp they wJtnt provided. They wou d, for 
exaqipro, turn a dortftion over to the stiite for any sociaf service the stiite wisht-s to 
. provide in the City of I>ctroit. Suck private fun^s are, to U« transferred to the state . 
and placed under itii complete control. , , ..to*.. 

In practice most nonprofit -donors Have "gentlemen s agrcementii with the fctaU^ 
concerning the service contract *and the specific 'agencjt to deliver the sec-vices under 
the privaU. donation. This is done to avoid - the affect« of the law. because no 
responsible' nonprofit organ'ization is goiiHfi to^muke a K'Jt t« the state o fund^ 
raised privately to support volunUiry services, .tfbmplying with t,h» letter ol the law 
would cau«. great aciunUibility p^,blems fgrUnited Way. with the publjc wj 

contribute iKt-ause their money supports voluntary efiort. / 

Fiirthprmore. a few states have added thejjp own restrictions ^o ^ry to en^tJrce . 
strict compliance for fear that fhey wiH face audit excei)tions by the K^erai 
Government. The!*- are very burdensome to local ^Jmted Ways 
videw. For example, in Pennsylvania, the state rtnjuires the donation Ji^. tfte tCili 
yeaF to be mi^iKin the first six montbs of the fiscal ysyir i instead of in^stallment^ 

• throughout thevlMir. This causo/severe aish flow ,)roblem8 for Umt&d .Wliys and 
Uicir agencies by tying u^. Uxri^ amount*, of their income so ff ^ 
actuaiexpendi.tures required to perform the services. Some siriaU/a«»<icies may be 
prevented from participating, in Title XX-btK.ause th?ir budgo6 are too ti«bt to 
oermit tying up ciish for supkii lengthy period. . yS ' , , . , ; 

In anothi7 instance, a differfcit state has refus*xi to relur/ unused portions of a 
pr vaU^ donation to the donor \.t the end of the.contra/ p«,nod. This o%io.uWly 
causi-s great preblcms for Unite<KiSijSy's ability to a#>unt/for it^ allocations. > 

This system is no longyr serving any -worthwhile Zurfxjse exjni'pt,to 'ncrea«e 
paperwork and divert Title XX funds to admin ist rat '""I'^^^ JSu i^^t^ of a 
be^rmittiKi Ui negotiate up front with the voiundiry sectofz^wi^Ui a^pecti) of a 

• ^.rv^-e contract including the r».-iHi for private n^hing fuflds.d such is the c^^ 

Many national organizations are m supi^)rt o^^droppinif theS« restj^^^^ 
incfude the American Fublio Welfare Assocw^n the Na^io^i^iil C^jveTnor^ As«oc.- 
' ation the Family Service Ass^K'iation of Amt/ca. Gie Ck)Uric,|},of Jewish {- ederationa. 
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the Child Weifarts of '^merita, AJ'tXIIO Department of Community Services 

OS w«U as th«uUi^i!ted Way oi Africa- . 

*' Unitiiu WaV or Amkjuca Tnxs XX Task Foacs . 

A! Dietzel, Chairman, Executive' Director. Unked Way of FranJciin County. Co- 
lumbus, OH; Louis AlUrescu, United Way of Central MAi*Srland, Baltimore, MD; 
Wil>?y Cooper. Executive Director,. United Way of South Carolina* Calumbia^SC; 
Hoiljf Krailo, United Way Servip^, Cleveland, OH; Jack Walah, U^U?d Way of 
. .Metropolitan Chic^o, Chicago, IL; Shirley Whyte^ United Way of San Antonio and * 
./Bestir Cpunty, San Antonio, TX; Al Henry, United' Fund of^Houafcqp & Harris 
"V'Cotinty. Houaton, TX; Dick Aft, United Wa^^ of Metropolitan Atlanta, inc., Atlanta, 
<<QA; Maggie Barcher^ Housing Dir^r, Ck>mmunity Chest of Greater Rpche«ter^ 

inc.. Rochester, NY; Frank Harris, United Community Service -of Metropolitan . 
- Detroit, Qetroit. MI; Marty Harris, United Way of Delaware. AVilmington, DE; - 
Roger Thibaudeati, Director of P & A, United Way of King County, Seattle^ V\(A; . 
^ -Homer Trevino, Executive Director, United Way of Waco-MoClennan County, Wacoj 
TX; Jerry Wild. Executive Vice P^^dent/ Unitdd Community Plaiming Corp., 
Boeton, MA; Safa TurnbuU. Director of Planning. United Way, Inc„ Loe Angelas, • 
CA; Dell Sandelunas, United Way of Union County, Elizabeth, NJ. 

Ex Onicio Members: Joe^eph Valentine, United Way of the Bay Area, San Francis- 
co, CA; Rkhard Huegii. United Community, Services ^of Metropolitan Detroit, De- 
troit, MI. f ^ ^ . 
. * Mr. CoSMAN. We thank you very much for your contribution. 
We missed Mr. Ginsberg because of his personality and good 
. ' looks, but Mrs. Daly was most helpful. * ^ . 

The next witness is Norman Lourie, the Executive -deputy secre- 
tary for Federal policy and programs, fqr the Department qf Public 
Welfare, in the State of Pennsylvania,, on behalf of the Natiorial 
Association of Social Workers. 
Norman, your full stat^ent will appear in the record. 

STATEMENT OF NORMAN LOURIE, ON BEHALF OF THE 
^ NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOCIAL WORKER^ 

Mr/ LouRiE. Thank you, Mr; Chairman. 

It is toward ihe end of the day, and I know you have had* a busy 
and ion& day. I thank, you very much for lettinjj me come. It is 
good to be with you again. I wanted to put my testimony in the 
record and just mak6 some oKtraneous remarks. * 

Today, I am representing the National Association of Socij^l 
ATorkers, which is the professioftal society in the United Stateg in 
«ie field of social work. The membership now is about 80,000 
people who work ift both public and voluntary agencies: 50 percent 
# qf our membership is in pyblic. bodies, and' 50 percent of^^m work 
in a variety of social and relat^ agencies. 

I think^ that one «of the things that our profession prides? itself^ 
is that it is possibly the major profession in the Unit^ States that 
puts the public interest in front of a professional self-interest 

I think it .is in that sense that we are testifying here today, " 

I am not gomg to repeat all oLthe specific recommendations that 
^ are in our testimony, which deal with some of the details that have 
already been dealt with by colleagues from a number of the major 
. 'organisations with whom we agree. I ju|t^do not want to repeat 

■ those. t • « 

I do want t^ deal with two or three of wiiat wi^ believe are majop? ^ 
professional issues from our standpoint, solne of which may' ha^ 
-J been said before, but maybe We can say them in a different way. 
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* First, with respect %o title XX, as you may recall, the National 
Association of S(x:iai Workers gave staff service and 'leadership to 
^the coalition which worked together .with HEW" and the Congre^* 
^to get ti^e XX into shape. And we are a Jittle bit concerned that. 
^ some of tjie promise of title XX may not be coming out the way it ^ 
originally wa^ntended by most of those who sponsored it apd' 
suppoited"'it, ^nd also by the intent that we believe Congress had. 

We- would like to urjge that, in addition to what needs to be done 
in respect to titte XX, that you would keep its work going. And 
many of those sp^ific things and recommendations that are in ^ our 
. testin}<>ny would support some of thrust that you have devel- 
oped and that has been said over and over again tod^^. ^ ^ 
, Btet we ^0 believe that th«re are some aspects of flie manher in' 
Iwhich title X^C is 4>eing carried' out which, in effect— and I feel 
more convinced about it as I listen today— it has become mofe, in 
effect, a funding streaip rather than a promise for a program 
leadership, for program integration, for program, coordination down 
at the point where the customer needs best to be served, 

A great deal of good is being done fay title XX. You have heard 
over and over again today from the people from the Gelds of 
disability, for instance, who talk about ways in which title XX/has 
improved those services/ 1 know those things to be true. But when 
you think of the potential of these dollars as the instrument that 
would ultimately, in the social . field, help* us to iknow who is>«t risk 
and to sort out what those at risk.ne^^ and then tl> 'guarantee that 
those needs .were .met, I do not think that^the title XX'set'of*^' 
arrangements has. made much advance in th^ field. 

^rt has gone into a lot of arera^; it has^sfyaid the wealth around; * 
it has. produced a lot of new services^b^tit/reaily h^ not done 
very much with the system, I feel very m^^the sa^e way about 
title XX and its relatively, smaller way, M^T Chairman, as I do 
about the health system and national Health insurance. 

I have always fought, and our association has always, fought 
■ hard, for national health insurance. And we continue to do so as a' 
principle. But there are many people, including myself, who feel 
that .if we get national health insurance without doing ^methi 
with'the system that produces the health servicer that we are lia, 
to be in a very difficult kind of situation in the sense that w^ '- 
kind of f>ouring more money £)t\ a troubled system, . ^• 

As everybody knows, it has been said about the United Sta|;6iS 
that we have the best medical care, but among the ix)9rest^^nd 
perhaps the poorest, of the health systems in the Westera/W^ 
And whtit I am saying leads to some of the same conclusian^^ the 
social services systems. .'^^ 

And one of bur recommc?ndationi in the testimony to^^^^r com- 
Ijlfittee is that you, next time around, address the raatte^nd begin 
to take a look at title XX and its impact on the s^al services 
, system because we think that ^ne^ds attention. jr 
- Mr. CormXn. I hopi^ sometime to have an opporijmity .to discuss, 
this With you. T}^ere is billion- that is being ^nt for good and 
humane purpoijes, there ife no way, in good^dbnscience, vsre call 
renege on our commitment and redirect our thinking. 

Mr. LouRiE. TTiL^ only comment I could mpke on that, sir, is that 
wh^n we ran into situations in respc^ to^ such mattery as publit 
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utilities,- or §uch matters as defense— we run ""into 

tions, weUiave made it our business! Xnd when we want to do, you 

know, exciting, things in the space fields we made that our business. 

A go<xi exanajile of comparison is in the field of children. If there 
is, ^pne. pervasive institution in the United States, it is the public 
plirld welfare agency. It has existed, in one form or another* in 
. ; every county in the United .States almost since the beginning of 
our Nation. Each time a State got created, it provided child welfare 
law, and it provided county machinery or whate\'er -local machin- 
ery was necessary to deal with children. \ ^ 

You represent in this committee th^ first time\ in a yery'long 
.tin>e, that t4ie Federa,! Government has taken a major interest in 
what is^oing on there with tjjiose-^hildreri. It is not so much the 
\ amoi^t of money. It would not matter whether yoit spent $56. 
milhoji of $256 million: We would like to^be you spend the $256 
million, but spending it out there withouti^^king a look and apply- 
ing the set of Federal standards, that tne Fec^eral Governmejit 
sends with its dollars into a variety of physical and related fields- 
well, I remember when the Federal Government was spending 
money to build physical buildings, in the health fields, 

^heii we built hospitals, we could not get HilJ buj'den Ynoney, if 
. the doors \^^ere the wrong j^ize. \ ^ , 

Mr. CoRMAN.Tou will have to excuse me for ajnoment because I 
have to vote.* - * r ^ 

We will suspend for 5 minutes, y . /"""-^ 
^[Brief recess.] ' ' 

Mr, Ra^JgfX. The committee wil} resume its hearing. 

Mr. Ix)urie; I im sor^y the testimony NWis interrupted, 

*Mr. LouRiE. Yea; when I was interrupted I was just finishing a 
thougiit that was a recermmendation to the commit^>e— and you 
will find the material written in detail in our testimonyr-that 
when this round is finished, and when ygu have dealt with thitigs 
that ought to be dealt with in respect *o title XX and the elements 
of children s legislation, 1 was suggesting for Dur group^that yoti 
take a look 'at the total system within which title XJO-is being 
spent. Because 1 think there are sohie system issues which, jC they 
y are. not .being dealt with, whieh will arise later, to plague us. 
/ People will come and 'say: "Hey, what have'^ou been, doing? 
*. There is a lot of duplication and a lot of overlapping/^ think 
this is one of the few places wAere that kind of ^versigfu cbn take 
place. . «fi» 

The second overfill comment 1 want to make— and I st^irted on 
that line also— >vas tljat this is the beginning of a very important 
' enterprise of the Federal Government that hcx^ been a long time 
coming, namely; a direct intervention in what we do oy th^> State, 
and locii^ levels witli respect to children. And whateyer|rthe detj^ils 
, are, they are really les$;-.import^int than the fact thM |he Federal 
Government i.^ entering into giving 4eaderehip of a m^ijor sort in 
dt^iHjng with the standards by which we raise children wlro have no 
available parents to raise Ihem, and (hat is a ver^, very important 
ii^Bue. • ^ . / , ' 

■\It started oYiginaUy, it was\^larted originally with the Federal 
Government. In Theodore Rcxisevelt's iime/ it was started when the 
^Children s Bureau was Created and child labor laws for the first 
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. time were created in this country. And for a long time, the Federal 
Governmenl was having some influence on the Statea And you 
go on through the 194Q s and and maj^be even just into the 

beginning of the. 1960's, something was happening in which the 
F^eral Governi^ent had a tremendous amount of\impact., 

Something h^ happened since then. And,^^ it is beginning to 
come back. W^ppl§ud that and th4nk it extremely important that 
the Federal Government particularly is entering into all of those 
things that have^ to d\with prevenUy^ care, with maintaining 
children in their" famiii^,' with seeing to it that they are at the ?h 
maximum level of functioning, with seeing to it that the most 
appropriate ways of caring for them ^fe ^ifig built into the stand- : 
ards. • ' ^ \ s^^^ 

And finally, the third Item that goes with - that ^ a matter* of 
personnel, whii^Ji has also been mentioned here. And it really is not 
very much different from what the Federal Government has shown 
as a matter of interest in the ffeld'of education in terms of not only 
who was eligible for education, but who was r6»p^sible for educat- 
ing children. 

The' Federal Grovernment has done a great deal in ^he* field of 
manpower ih respect to health, in respect to education^ in respect . 
to a whole series of physical parts of our liv^s- But in this field, 
which has to do with, the 'care of children^ this again, is one of the 
first times the Federal Government is getting in and taking a lo^k 
at who is caring for the children who do not have appropriate, 
proper, effective caretakers: Whether it be educating parents to do 
better with their children, or whether it as to educate surrogate 
parents, or whether it is to have people who oversight these chil- 
dren and help them get from one appropriate spot into a more 
appropriate spot. / ^ 

We t^ink'that the issue of the training of the people who work 
with children is going to be the measure of what we get in the w^y 
of care and service for Iffcse children. There is nofhing wrong with 
the foster care system as a system. There is nothing wrong with 
the methods of adoption. I'he reason "why the foster care* system 
tdoes not work, wherl^ it does not work, and the reason that adopr 
tion does not work, when it does riot work, is because ^e do not 
have enough people tr&ined and skilled to deal with the^e children. 

r The're would b^ the same' effect if we had folks out there who did 
not know how to teach children how to read and write. And some^ 
times we find situations where people do not know how to do that, 
and we ^'et the same kind of problems. And I tliink a tremendous 
amoMfii- of investment has to go into training. So whatever you do 
ill tlik training area, particularly- with respgct^to this whole arena 
and the'whoie area of caring for children, 1 think the principles of 
applying the best that we know and making certain that the best 
of the skills are out there caring for children and helping families, 
and so on, veil, -! think that is the kind of leadership that we ought 
to be expecting from you. 

Thank you very much.^, 

[The prepared statement foUow^s:) 



SxATSMian' or Nokman Lourii;; on Bkhal** of thk National Association op 

My name is Nprmaiu Lourie. I am the executive deputy secretary for. federal 
policy and progranis for the Department of Public Welfare in the State of Pennsyi- 
vania, Today, I am repr««entin^ the views of the National Association of Social 
Workers (NASW) Among whose SO,0(K) members are/ the professional social workers 
whoS^ii deliver the iservic^ which are addr^sed by the legislative pjnop©^ before 
this sub^^tjmmittee. With ine is /Al Gonzalez, whose pcimary responmbiUty is the 

.national l^slative program of the association. ^ , 

Mr. Chairman, although we hav# attached recommendation on the Various «3cial 
service^i proposals'before this sub-committed the basic thrust of our comments is the 
rapidly feding promise of title XX. It was t^e work of the Social Services Coalition, 
which NASW ^spearheaded and that of the then National Governors Conference 
which culminat*in the passage of title XX. However, when Public Law 93^7 j^as 
pissed, it did noi re^^ult in increased moaies av^lable to the s^tes lor socsiai 
servcieSv ' • / 

» The primary efT^t was a refinancing of existing state pix«rams and a lack of 
substantive federal accountability in the guise of flexibility of design. Even tod^j 
the legislative proposaiii fcefoi^ this sulKJommittee do little to correct Jundamental 
defects. They are just technical |3rogram amendments, which continue to ouer 
contradictory nnessag^—i,e. more federal regulations and more flexibility. NASW 
supports many of^ese amendments as improvements of the current program. 
However, the f amendments ^ not make Title XX th^ centrai. leading; service 
program nor promote coordinaTxan with oiiier services, and neither goOd planning 
nor Kood evaluation. Even the federal ceiling increase for the past three fiscal 
years has only served to catch up with inflation. Thu$,.if ihe curmit temporary 
increases are not reauthorized, the states' allotment will revert baclWro the original 

, formula, followed by massive prc^fram cutbacks. In Hum, the originai^expec^atiQns 

* have rtot been fulfilled. This pn^ram critiqu|aas been ambly discussed at Title XX 
symposiums and workshops about the cajto^P^tbe last two years and m various 
studied with no noticeable effect on pubH^^ram policies. We believe it .uj tlx^le for 
strong4leaaership requirements on behalf^ Ti^le XX, not just more money: We 
have tliree m£yor recommendations: 
Initi^ion of oversight hearings by this subcommitte; ■ 
Targ^ing of a portion of additional money for planj^iiig-^nd evaluation; and, 
Improved t^^ountabiUty for federal ^*ndi*g. 

INITIATION OF QVKRSIG HT HKARir^OS BY THK SUBCOMMITTEE: ON PUDUC ASSISTANCE. 

For ren3rms to take place, title XX "needs to become a public issue. Only a well 
thouffhtK)lit prt)ce«s .fof hearinRs can accomplish it. T|iese current hurried hearings 
do not prbvide an Adequate forum for a meaningful look at the prt^am. Under 
ihe^ circumstances, ^ven the lifting of the cap is easily transformed into an issue of 
fiscal reiitt' w^hich maintains federal program. support levels rather "tlum advijjipe 
the sefvicets goals » * * * ™ 

Our growing fear is that some day-^n title XX will be attacked as an ineffective 
and 'urv^rfonsive social i^ervices system. Then, unhappily, the wrong pcH>ple will 
gloat *'anoliher i5bciai- social welfare program which does not work, and seek to 
undcrmineTit But, tisis subcommittee, with no legislative intent in mind, can 
evaluate title XX an ^ rational manner. The con1:iriue?d strong support oi the amir- 
man^and otfier advOc^ites on the subcommittet^ wilj .insure a helpful and ctostrujj* 
tive disposition likely to promote a creative discourse. " ^ ■ * 

l*e overs ght hearings can be planned for a less pressing time. The^<|Overnment 
Accounting Sffico (GAO), the HEW inspector General's Office and the Congression- 
al Budget Office* can be asked to review the program .atnd ^-yport their findrngs, it 
couW also be the place for HEW to issue their long-awaited special report. Ihen, 
perhaps, wefcan turn to making this piece of legislation work the way congress 
originally in tended, , . 

TARGfemNU y.DnrnONAL MONKV FQH PLANNING. KVAl.UATION AND TFX:HMrAt ASSISTANCE 

A major o^tacle at the State level is, the lack of resources for evaluative efforts. 
With fundirg ava^able, states would be more inclined 0^ develop measures of 
outcome- Ph.nnjng also r^equires additional funpis. New resource allocations by the 
states are nfct politically ff?asible in an inflation-ridden ecohomy. With additional 
monies a hitman «?ryices planning process can begin < which goes beyond mere 
refinancing df servici^. f inaUy, the cap^icity of the lead federal agency, the admmis- 
tration of pilbl ic services of the Office of Human Develbpukmt Services needs Jk> 
target' resources for technical assistapct? to the states wilh their planning process. 
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Both' on the budget and prpgram' level, the rJpSiting systems do not amass data . 
Which can be xiseM in tracking program expenditures^d services. The comprehen- 
sive anhual servicS plan tCASP) is testi a plan than a rectUtion of services provi- 
sion intentions. And. there is no on-going monitoring mechamsm fot management- 

'^Coiiss should mandate wittlin OHDS/APS the est^iblishment of a monitoring 
system t6 collect information useful in management of the programs. However, such 
a Requirement calls for state information systems which can amass laige amounts, ot 
data fof reference and lead to a common definition of services. While there are 
efforts underway in the states to set up sych systems, they need toTte encouraged 
with addiliBiial funds, if rtecassarj'. " ' V^t , i„ 

Other reCoi^^n^endatLons which NASW believes will enhance the.goaTTaf develop- 
ing a comprehensive social services delivery system are, . , j „ 

The federal spending ceiling should be increased to at least the 2,9 bilhiSi doHare 
fiscal year iBT>. allotment to the slhtes and be. made a permanent mmimum, with 
a I. billion dollars as 4)roposed by this subcommittee targeted for development ot* 
^ective management informatiorpsystems, technical assistance at the tedecal level. _ 
oHti an on-gbing monitoring capacity. '. .j r ■ * 

"»There sbouia be separate title XX allotments,- outside the ceiling for the states, 
forT'uertoKicd, Guam, and the Yirsin Islands. . ^ ^ . 

NASW IS convinced that the reallocation of unused fu^ds, from one state to 
another vdll quickly become and obsolete issue and. therefore, sees little merit in 
changinff'ffie present prbvisions. The unusini portion of any sbte ailotinent should 
be perrttkted to |h« curritKl ovet' for use in ttie nextTiscal year. « 

An option to^t^iWish a two year title XX program- O A ^ P Plan should be 
pt^mitted the states if -a state is able to show.it will-use the additional period to 
produce an^a improve its planpSng process. ' " u i.. *• j. u 

' Allow the ^states to use 'tKUj^J^pC money for emergency shelter, for adults and 
perrounentlv extend certaiil^ ^fees to alcholics ""d^t^ with drug addictions., 
- With res^-ct to the s^i$|;,t>aining funds that urt^sde availabltr-outside the 
title XX ceiling we i;ecommpiria"(that): . -■ u ,u 

I That if a cap hiis to b^! iJlaced on the training program ' monies the cap should 
apply to general training rather tfan the in-serVice rraining of staU- employees; 
■ 2. Th«t the state plan requirement m the CASI^ K- utilized to control abuses Oi 

'^•j ^T^u" pHo"r^to consideration of capping the open-ended training; funds the 
manixiwof^eeds arid utilization yf staU' services pnigrains be examined. 

Ftnallv to date we have not seen any- data which justifies placing a cap on 
training-funds. The real question is ho%^ do we esUblish training priorities with title 
XX Once more. Hexibility is not a ^hse of direction. The political decisions at the 
state level oft*ai amount to use| wjrfch contribute ^fery little lo^socud work training. 

' Many schawls of stKiaf work ar/by-passiKi in this prot-es.< For these reiL^wns we 
question irri? appropriateness o/ii cap at this time, 'until an attempt to work out a 
Dian with the recipients of till^ XX training funds is tried. ^ ,■ . 

^ With resfH3^t to title IV-ATFoster care and title IV-\5. .t^h.ld We fare Services of 
the Social Security Act, th/adminjstratiori s proposal as we ! as b^ls introductKl y 
Mr BrtKihead (HHi2iUJ J^d by Mr. Miller (lIRl.f?) provide for'substantially the 
;i mSni. ■The' exKnce of the last two years' when legislation directed at he 
Hbus«.8 of fo^iter core /nd the mjsdjrtH;tion of c>nld welfare services.- biH^ame ' eni- 
bruik-d in H deL>iite wl^^h did n«.t aid iUs promotion in the U.S. benate almost maki>s 

• us willing to accept ti/iy proposals which provide for. ^ 

1 IncreTise protecUoti Of children, in foster Care; . • 

2 Expansion of s/bsidized adoption provisions; and, . -. . -.i , 
'i Full funding/of IV B at the present, authonyalion level ;uA an entitlement. 
We also sttonjv sUpiKirt Mr .Downey and Mr: R.;.ngel proposal l«R 2(,S4) rt>qu.r- 

' itig states to deyielop a writicn indivnlualized management case pHm '"^ ^fi'.'d 
in foster care^ith provision^ Ibr t-staWisliing,. proctHiuri-s for an "impartial review 

.'^ThfnTyyi/Mr. Chairman. ty.Iook to your k^iderahip and that of the 

rTieniik'rs"of>ihih commi.tttH> agaiii 

Mr li^NtiEL. Someone testified 'fhaf if you increase the family's 

"basic i7come,;you would n(*ci a lot iQps, s&cial workers. ■^ 

Mr/lx)UR!K. AgreetJ:-- , ■ . 

M/ RANGEL.;rhank 3^ou very much. ^ ' . 
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- Mr. LotjRiE. As a matter of fact, ^^meone. earlier asked a qu^- 
tion of soineone as to whether of not there was evidence of that, 
. and there is a lot of evidence aix^ut that * . J 

K A fellow named Brimmer over in' Hopkins produced a tiemen-^ 
iipus amount of the- best data we have on what happens to people 
that is different in ^terms of unempldyHient and recession that, 
Congressman, overwlielm families, and so forth* And he" came up 
with a lot of data that is pretty. hard. And it shows arlot of ro^tal 
.breakdowns* depression, frustrj^tion, broken fatoilira, and so on,^ 
arise out of the leconomic circumstances. . ; / 

And I think^ there is a lot of evidence that sho^^ a lot > of dis- 
placed children from broken .famiUes are aff^ted by this. And I do 
hot think there is any substitute' for that ^ ; 

I think probably the reason w| dp not say it is because we start 
with the assumption that everybody knows that to b^n >vitb. But 
there is nbtiuestion that the greatest mental health proble;n in the 
United States is poverty, > . , - 

Mr. Rangel, Thank you. ^ 

Next we have Dr. Ian Morrison, president. National Association 
of Homes for Children. : ^ 

STATEMENt OF IAN MORRISON, PRESIDENT, NATIONAt^ 
ASSOCIATldN OF.HOMES FC^ CHILDREN ' _ 

Mr. Morrison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, * 

Mr. Rangel. We have your prepared^ statement. We will ,have 
the full statement entered into the record. * ' ' • — ^ 

Mr. Morrison. I believe you have our statement for the record. 

I, represent the National Association of Homes for Children, 
which represents smaU, campus-type and nonprofit institutions and 
comjnunity-based homes throughqui- the United States, Without 
exception, the member, organizations ,ai!e governed by voluntary lay 
boards throughout Jthe country. ■ . ' * 

The* association I reprint endorsed* the purpose of the legisla- 
tion in the hearing conducted by the Subcommittee on Public 
Assistance of the Senate Finance Committee in 1977/We pointed 
out at that timfe what we believed were s^ome biased assumptions 
within the iegi^ation, and some of those as^umptiohs were dhtei- 
lenged this mornkig by indiyidiSals^ such as Joe Pisani and Ms,- 
Anna Kline of New Jersey. v 

- • We coriUnus to support fhe general puypose'of the reform tegisl^i- 
tion contain^Jln H.R. 129r and H;R. 1523. And from the basis of 
our r;atherlengthy experience in caring for and treating children, 
We urge modifications in what we perceive to be tlfe future results 
of som^ of th? provisions in the pro{H>sed. legislation before this/ 
committee. • . * 

- To* be specific, the National Association of Homes for Children 
S4ppdrts: _ , ^ , , * - 
• 'Federal assistance for ^adoption subsidies for hard to place chiK 

drenu * ^ / i 

■ Continued entitlement funding for eligibfe AFDC. children who 
mustlbe placed in a foster family or a nonprofit child care institu- 
tion;/ ^1 • ' * 

EJffective preventive, services design.ed to keep children with their 
own families; * • , 
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Family reunification servid&i; and * 1 

S)^stematic^ impartial'case review. . . . 

In addressing these and other provisions within proposed legisla- 
tion, however, ^e •believe that in specific areSas modifications are 
called for, while in other areas certain assurances are required; 
otherwise the legislation will be perceived as accomplishing much 
when in reality it will have little sul^tance. Thus, we here addr^ 
the principii issues. • 

One, adoption subsidies: ' , . 

(a) Since experience indicates that famili^ of limited means ^re 
loathe to adopt hard to place chiidfen with handicapping condi- 
tions unless there is assurance of mefdical assistance, we urge tTiiat, 
medicaid eligibility for adopted children with preexisting physical 
or mental ills continued until age *2i. ^ ' 

Thg original Hou^ silenpe concerning means t^ts should 
^ continue. The Senate, in 'considering H.R. 7200, instituted a means 
test but' such is counterproductive. Subsidies related 4» family 
• income and family size insure a broader base of potential adoptive 
parents. * " ^ : 

(c) Strong consideration should be given tq the enactment of a 
separate and distinct adoption subsidies bill. The matter is tob^vital 
to be endangered by association with the compiexiti^ x)f the com- 
prehensive reform gipproach to the child yirelfare system, . 

Two, SSA title IVA funding: • ' \ 

(a) The administration's proposed ckp on AFDC-FC fupcfc would 

* 6e disastrous at a time of double-digit inflation and at a time when 
our jBconomy promises to greatly ^inprease str^ on poor families 
thereby increasing the chances that children will l?e -abandoned, 
abused, and neglected. It;is so shortsight^ that it is outrageous. 
\ (b) The propiSed eligibility for IVA 'fund^ of publicly operated 

' child care institutions which serve no more thAn 25 i^ident chil- 
vdren is superfluous.--^^ 

v^e believe if community-based" homes are necessary, and are 
. ne^^ssaiy to expand that netwprk that could be carried by volun- 

'tary) services, and probably at less cost than it costs with public 

services, that we should go that route. 
We are also not entirely sure that the mounting community 

resistance to such facilities is going to enable a network to be built 

for the needs that are^ facing' us. ' ^ ■ s ^ , . ' 

The definition of foster care maintenance^ payments must in- 

cludeTT— 

Mr.. RANaEL. What is it that you are opposing? You are saying 
what y6u should not eitpect, but wh^ do you find it unnecessary to 
have^these child ^^are institutions serve no more than 25 residents? 

Mr. Morrison. Well, I think, ;sir, thaf heretofore in m^^t of the 

• country, except for initial grants, that Community-based hojqnes 
"havfe bi^n carried by the voluntary sector and not the pufalic- 
sectoi*. •■ "SL^ . ■ * 

- The Social Security Act so- far has prohibited that kind df fund- 
*'ihg, Bnd we believe that the voluntary sector is highly capable" of 
carrying that ipad. * \ 

Mr. ^NGEL^ I would not argue with you on that; but wh^.do you- 
opposp the public sector j)articipating? 



Mr. Morrison. Because we think it is generally ^ much more 
costly than when the voluntary sector doe^ the same job. 

Mr. Rangel. But in conamuniti^ where you do not have the 
voluntary sector, then what do you do? 

Mr. MoBfiisoN. I think the voluntary sector can meet that prob- 
lem. ■ • ■ V, 

We find in areas throughout thg country, in States' such as 
Minnesota and Nebraska, Mr. Chairman, that there are voluntary 
organizations, formed for the purpose of creating comraunity-ba^ 
•homes,- ' - ' - ' ' . ■■ 

Mr. RANom- -Soiry to interrupt you, \ / 

Mr. 'Morrison. The definition of foster , care maintenaiice pay- 
ments, we believe, must include in the case of institutional care the 
reasonable cost of administration and operation. This is a particu- 
lar factor when the preventative services, which , we will later 
■ address ourselv^ to, are taken into consideratioh. - 

AFDC-F€ foster care funds should be available to support volun- 
tary placements if a State is complying with the new section 427 of 
H.R, 1291 as modified by o6r comments elsewhere in this testimo- 
ny. ' ' 

We support a proposed amendment by yourself and Downey to 
provide for "grandfathering'^voluntary" ft^ter care-plao*nent chil- 
dren into A^DC-FC eligibility- foUowmg a 6-month's i*view. 

Three, SSA title IVB funding: 
' * (a) We fully support the increase to authorized funding of $266 
million under this part as aP entitlement prc^am. 
- (b) We object ver^r strongly to the prohibition against using any 
of the increased funds for fester c§re pasonents. Such a provision 
could be injurious to the interests of children in States which do 
not utilize IVA funding but rely on IVB funding for foster care 
placement. The provision presumes very dangerously that in such 
States there will not be an increased need for foster care m the 
years ahead— years in which our Kionomy and society will traverse 
a course so uncertain and full of hazards- that no consensus has yet 
evolved among economists and s<Jcial theorists. 

(c) The provision is further highly discriminatory against non- 
poor families and children,, that is, those who do not qualify for 
IVA funding, because .they are not AFDG eligible. This provision 
exacerbates the already intolerable position of 'thfe-' great body of' 
taxpayers who earn enough income to be disqualified ftJr public 
services but not enough to provide heeded services for themselv^. 
Many chiidren of working-class and noddle-income families need to 
be placed away frpm home for varying reasons and for varying 
lengths of time to benefit from'th/ therapeutic- educational and 
rehabilitative services our residential group care agencies provide. 

If the children-^ are from poor families they may be placed by 
States yho ate in turn reimbursed by IVA funds. If they" are rich 
enough, they can be placed by families able to support the cost of 
care and maintenance. If, unfortunately, they are children of the 
vast middle range of families they can be supported only by IVB 
and/or title XX funds. Considering the lack of attention given to 
children by most States in title XX fun.ds, such care is dependent 
on IVB funds. ' ' . 
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(d) "Xhe provision would also prevent States from including in [ 
foster care rates the funds needed by agencies ta comply with jthe ^■ 
foster care protection procedures mandated^ in the act, judicial 
review, case management and accountability systems, reunification 
services, et cetera. ' ' ^ ' ■ ' . . 

And because of that expense, and it is a large expense, the ^ 
provision in effect is counterproductive to the interests of the act 
itself. ^ ^ ^ ^ . 

And in this same ve»n, I would certainl3fc^adorse Senator Pisani's 
remarks this maj-ning about ti)e possible chaos resulting from a 6- 
month review^ from a 6-mohth, judicial review or administrative 
review rather than an lS-moi>th review. 

' Those of us from New York who are intimately experienced with ' 
judicial review realize welj the tremendous load that is placed on 
the agency'at considerable expense. , . 

Mr. Pisani described very well the number of people who have 
been present in a review kfaring,' particularly in a* family court 
The agency itself has to supply many of tj^ose professionals, includ- 
ing for 'every case worker in court it n^ust provide legal counsel. 
And if money cannot flow to those agencies to carry their burden 
under these preventions, then they are going to be in serious 
difficulty. 

With respect to caps, ceilings, an^diversions of funds from foster 
care placement, let me say the following^ as explicitly as I can; 

(a) The need for placemeniln residential group care settings is 
increasing arid will increase dramatically. I 

(b) The children who now need and in the future will need such 
placement are adolescents, seriously distjarbed and/or^either status 
offenders 0? juvenile delinquents. 

(c> This is a direct result of the national impetus to ''deinstitu- 
tionalize/' to remove from large, impersonal, publicly "operated 
facilities the mentally ill, juvenile offenders, quid status o {tenders. 

(d) Suqh juveniles are now and will be. the responsibility of social 
service departments. . . 4 

(e) Such departments look to place these juveniles in our agen- 
cies. The Child Welfare League has been quoted as estimating a 40- 
percent jump in the foster care caselpad. 

Colorado is catfeht, says a State official, -"in a cost-spiraiing 
situation with the demand for Tester care places ^xae^ing the^ 
supply/' If you want further confirmation that the need is increa^'-' 
ing^nd wiM continue to do so, confer the oft-cited Bernstein report 
about foster care in New York City. \ - - 

If you need stilt further confirmation, read the 4prii 9, 1976, 
GAO* report to the Congress 'by the ComptroIl«?tJ.4jer)eral which 
estimated that foster care services must be expandeJ 30O percent 
and which reported /that in every county visited more facilities 
were needed for adolescents. - . ' > 

(f) Can reasonable men interested in meeting the needs of our 
Nation s.children disregard such facts? ' " ' 

. No. r>, language in both H.R. 1291 arid H.R. 1528 requiring that 
each child be placcxl "in the least restrictive setting which most 
approximates a famr^yv' shotild be changed to ''in the setting most 
appropriate to his needs in the judgment of the referral authori- 
ties. 



My *ptopesed^ changed language would incorporate thefihtent of 
\. the language now in the act. It ^o leaves the judgment about 
^appropriateness of placement to the responsible* profe^ional place- 
. ment, authorities/ The act's current mandate leaves nd room for 
professional judgment; it ignores *the individual needs of chil- 
dren; it disregards the varying resources of individual communities, 
' * It is ^parent thai new child welfare legislajtiopr will be intro- 
duced, in lih^ 96th Congrfe^. SuchMegislation sl^ould not be per- 

* ceived^s'oUr immediate solution or an end td the^ €omple>pssues 
siarr mil Binf^ thp' fhstpr cnryk} svg;tpm in America. We look .foKjJvard to 
workiii^ivith Conjjress to arrive ^t workable' legislation^^ / 

' In urging y<^r consideration qi' these recommendations/ I would 

• - ^{^rthef reniind you that' there ^ a; large/ 150-year-old network^ of 

charitably funded facilities/still freely available,. This network of 
, nonprofit facilities^ governed by our Nation's churchmen &nd other 
committed citizens, i^ staffed with trained, experienced profession- 
als .who have developed a stiKon^er code, of* ethics and stronger 
standards for flie fpster care of cmldren £han even conceived by the 
Federal Govornment or most States: * ^ , ; 

In addition, this -^roup of e>tperts has devised a very effwtive 
^ means of monitoring adherence/ to these standards. This in-place 
' 'resource, avtiilable icw every section of the country, always at less 
, cost than comparable public resources and oft^n at no cost to the 
^ taxpayer, is too often overlooked here where concepts 'are abpost 
always related to pilblic doll^irs: This ncfnprofit^resource pimides, 
continuity of administration, 'pioneering progress for children, and 
' a conspious reflection of this Nation's emdt56nal commitment to 
provide proper care for children in heed. 

Of coiirse, this resource needs to be monitored just as any human 
service should be monitored. The Social Security Act has' long 
mandated the States responsibility to do so. Since 'the States ne- 
glected^ their duty, we devised .our own monitoring system. 

This krong res6urce should be utilized in legislation for children, 
not maligne?d or ignored: It continues to stand rqady to provide 
effective heipr^f you will let it. 

Thank yol/ veVy much. , ^ ^ 

[The prepared statement followS:] 

f Statkmknt of thp. National Assck jatiun of Homf^ for Chu-dhkn 

The National Ass^K-iaticn^ of flomt^ft for CFiildrt'n a^presfnts .small, campus-typt^ 
non-profit institutions and ixnnrnunity bUM'd h(Hno^. Without i'xct'pnon, the nieniN'r 
orfiani/^ition.s arc ^ovornH by voluntary lay Ixnirds roprrst*ntin>; in thuso or^*ani/4.i- 
tioris, your t'onstitut^nts., * 

The'National Association of Honu-s for C'hildron has Kn-n rt»prf senttxi as op|H}sinK 
pn^cur.sior It'Kaslatiun isuch as U.K. V20ni to that In'mg cunsLdt-rod h\ this committtM:, 
(\)ngr('ssman CJcorgc MiUvr, author i^i' H.K. I'M). H.H. ir>2;^ an^ apparently a^najor 
contril.)Utor to H.R. l^ih in a by-Um' coluuih aj>|K«arin^ in tl)c.U?i=i^ AnK^elt's Timos on 
Fohruary wrotf that ihv w>lo opfH>sition in thr Siuiate to tho FosttT (■an.* Ht*forrn 
Act (H.R. 7200) camo from thv National A,ss<KMat u>n tj( Homvs for Childron,»That is 
caU'Kuricallv untrue :^ - , , - 

The"As.s(H4;iti()n I ropresi^nt ondors<»d thi- purpo^roi tho legislation in the hearing 
conducti^d by tlio SalK-{)mniitttv on Public Assistance of the S<»nnte Finance C^yn 
mittee We "did ^x)int out what we h'lievt^ were buLsi-d assumptions wifhin the 
le^nsfation and chail^n>{e<i the* ertHiibitity of much of the research on which the bill 

was biiNi^d. ^ M 1 r ! • » 

We continue to supiK)rt the ^enc'ral pur|X)s<' of so ealitKi reform legislation con- 
tium'd in H H T^iM, !i H ir>2:i(and trust that vvo shall not bi« maligni^d or publicly 
ridiculed as obstructionists if. from the basis of <)ur lon^ ex^H'rience of caring for anti*. 
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' ' ' '! \ ' ' •■' ' 

, l^reating children we yrge modifications or illufitrate what we peromm to be'^future 
. resiUU of some of the pit>visions ill' pi^posed . 

To be apecific, the Ni^t^onal A^ociaiion of Homes for Children supports: , ^ 

Federal Assistance for Adoption SuMdies for^ Hard to Place 

Continued Entitlement Funding *for^ Eligible JAFDC Children wlw must -be, placed ^ ' 
in a Foster Family or a Non-Profit Child Care Institution. * v 

Effective Preventive Services defij^ned to K^p Children with«their own Fannlies. 

Family Reunificatidn^rvices. . ^ . • 

. • Systematic, impartial case review. . ^ ' * ^ 

In addr^sing.ihese and^other provisions within propoi^ legislation, however^ wer . 
believe^ that in specific areas modifications ^re called for, while in ^ other arpi^ ^ 
certain assurance are require^; otherwise the legislation will be perceived as ac- 
complishing much when m reality it will havj little subBtanc^. Thus, we hei^ * 
address the principal issues. * - ' * * ^ . 

4 1- Adoption subsidies, • . s. 

I (a') Since experience indicate that families of limited means are ^oathe to adopt 
hani-t%place children with handicapping conditions unless there is aaiiurance of 
medical 4is6isUmee, we urge that medicaid eligibility for adopted children with pre- 
existing physical or m^ntai ills be continued until age 21. ; - 

<b) The original House silence concerning me^^ai^ ' tests should continue. Ilie 
Senate, ip^ considering H.R. 7200, instituted a mekns test but such is counter- 

* productive. Subsidi^ related to family income and fan^ily size ensure a broader ba»G ^ 
of potential adaptive patents. 

' (c) Sti^ong . considei:ation shduld be given to Uie enactment of a separate and 
distinct adoption subsidiei" bill. The matter is too vital to ba endangered by associ-^'^ 
ation with the complexities of 4he ^comprehensive, reform approach to the child 
welfare system. ' % ' 

2. Title IV A funding " 

' (a) The Administration's proposed cap on AFDC-FC funds would be disastrous at ^ 
a time Qf doubie<iigit inflation and at artime when our ecos^omy promises to^greatly 
increase stress on poor families thei^by increasing the chances that children will .be « * 
abandoried, abused lind n|j|fected. It is so short-sighted that it is outrageous. I 
\ applaud th^ continued op^lMided funding in H.R 1^1. 

(d) The proposed eligibility for IV A funds of publicly operated 6hild-care institu- 
tionii whicn serve \no more than twenty-five resiaent. children is superfluous, unnec- ^ 
. essary and duplicative of existing facilities created and supported with charitable 
funds. It raises expectations 6f a network of so-called community-based wiall resi- 
' dential centers which any knowledgeable, .candid professional will tell you is a 
chimera at a time when t:ommuility resistance to such facilities is approaching a 
groundswell of negativism, ^ ^ 

(c) The Definition of Foster Care Maintenance payments must include, in the case 

of institutional care, the reasonable costs t)f administration and operation. v 

(d) AFDC-rc foster care funds should b^ available to support voluntary places 
ments if a State is complying with the new Section 427 of H.K. 129r as modified by 
our comments elsewhere in this testimony. We support a proposed Qme|;idment by 
Representatives rsngel and downey to provide for ''grandfathering" voluntary foster 
care placement children into AFDC-FC eligibility following a six-month's review. 

S^SA, Title JV B Funding ^ 

(a) We fully siippcM^the increase to authorized funding of |26(> mniflB||fider this 
Part afi an eriiitlemeni program- * . ^^^F 

(b) We object very strongly ,to the prohibition against using any of^M^increased 
funds for foster care paym^!r^ts. Such a provision coyld be injurious to tl« intcn^ts 
of children in States which do not utilize IV A funding but rely on IV Ewfundilig for 

^foster care placement. The provision presumes very dangerously that irwu£{^^tes 

* there will not be an increased need for foster care in tlie years ahead— ^ears in 
" which our economy^, and society will traverse a course so uncertain* and full of 

hazards that^no consensus . has yet evolved amJhg economista and soci4l theorists, 
' (c) The provision is further highly discriminatory against non-^^^amilies and' 
children, i.e. those w^owdo not quahfy for IV A funding because iJflHM,n^t AFDC 
eligible. This provision exacerbates the airead>i intolerable p6^itioft^TOie'gfeat body 
gf taxpayers who earn enough income to be disqualified for piiblic services but not 
.;enougn to provide needed services for themselves. Many children of working class^ 
and middle in&me families need to be placed away from home for varyhig reasons* 
and for varying lengths of time to benefit from the therapeutic educational and 
rehabilitative services our residential group care agencies provide. If the children 
ar« fronipoor famili^ they may be placed by States who ah? in turn reimbursed by • 
IV A fu^a. If they are ricl^ enough, they can be placed by families ablfe to support 
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the -cottt of car« and maintenance. If, unfortunately, th'!^«j^hildren of the vsuit 
middle range of fainiiiee they can fadteupported only by Iv BanS/oV Title XX funo^ 
Considering the lack of attention givin to children fay moit l^t«« in Titl^XX fuhdg, 
such car© is dependent 6n IV funds; • 

' (d)»The provision would also prevent States from including in fo«ter,care rat«8 the 
funds needed by Agenci^ to comply with th^ foster care protection procedure 
mandate in the Act (judicial reviews.case raan^ement and accountability systems. 

, reunifidation services, etc.). 'Hie provision, in effect, is^cpunter productive to the 
interest .of, the Act it^lf. ' ■ ■ . 

4, With r«sp6ct to caps, ceilings* and diversions of funds from foster care pl^^e- 

\X^eni, let me say thfe following as explicitly as I caji: ^ - " y * . 

* (a) The peed for plaeeiSent in^OBBidential group care setjtiiigs Js incr^sing and 
will increase dramatfcally. , - * • ^ ' . 

the children who^ow fteed and , in the future will need such placement are 
aflolescents, seriously disturbed -«nd/ or either^ status offenders or juvenile deJin- . 

quents- ' > t, [ ' , - tx ' ' * 

(c) This is a c^irect result of the naflonal impetus to 'ideihstitutionaiize , to remove ' 
fromJargg, imjEfcrsonal, publicly opera^^d facilities thsbgfentally ill. juvepil^ offend- 
ers ana status offenders. , , /\ , j ^ 

(d) Such juvenile are now and will be the respoiydbility of social service aegartj 
ments • ' ' ^ * ^ 

(e) Such departments look to place these juveniles in our agenqi^. The Child 
Welfare ll^ague has been quoted as estimating a 40 percent jump in the {SbUt care 
caseload. ^iorado is caught, says a gtate official, "in a cost spiraling situation vwth 
the demand for foster Care places exceeding the ^upply/^4^If y^ wantjfurther 
confirmation that the heed is increasing and will coatinue*to do Slf confer the oftr 
cited Bernstein Report about footer care in NeW York City^ If you need stiU furtheiS^ 
confirmation, read the April 9, 1976 G.A.O. Report to the Congress by the a)mptrol- 
ler General which estimated that foster care services must be expanded 3CX) prcent 
arfd whici? reported that in every county visited ipore facihti^ were neecled for*, 
adolescents* . * 

<f) Can reasonable men interiested in meeting the needs of our natioji's chijdren 
disregard such facta? • ,.,1^ ,^ *j 

• 6. Language in both H,R, 1291 and H.K./1523 requiring that eath child be pl&ced 
- *'in the toast restrictive setting which most approximataj a family'* should be 

* changed to **ih the setting most appropriate tp his needs in the juigement of the. 
referral authorities." My proposed changed langu^^e^^jvould incorporate the ihtent 
of the language now in tSie Act. It also leaves the judgement about appropriaten^ . 

* of placement to the responsible prof^ional placement authorities. The Act s ^cur- 
rent mandate leaves no room for local prof^ional judgement; it ignoi^s the indiyid- ' 
ual needs of children; it disregards the varying resources of individual cojUniunities. 

Apparently new child welfai^ legislati^i will be introduped in the 9€th Congress. 
Such legislation should not be perceived as our immediate solution or an end to the . 
complex issues surroundir^E the fester care system in America. We look foward to 
working v^th Congress to aWive at workable legislation. ' \ , 

In unri^g your consideration of our recommendations I would further remmd you 
that there is a large 150^year did network of charitably funded faciliti^, still freely 
availabfe. This network of non-profit facilities, governed by our nation's churchmen 
and other committed citizens is staffed with trained, fflcperienced profaisi6naIs who 
have developed a stronger code of ethics and ^stronger standajtis for the foster care, 
of children than even conceived by. the federal government or most states. In 
^ addttio^, this group of experts has devised a very effective means of monitoring 
adherence to these standards. This in-place resource, available in every section of 
the country; always at Jess cost than comparable public resources and often at no 
cost to the taxpayer; is too often overl&)ked in this Capitol wherjg concepts are 

• almost always related to public dollars. Thii non-profit resource provides contmuity 
of administration, pioneering progress for children and a conscious reflection of this 
nation's emotional commitment to provide proper cait for children in need. 

Of counie; this resource peeds to be monitored just as any human service should 
be monitored. The Social Security Act has^ong mandated the state's responsibility 
to do so. Since the States nt^glected their duty, we devised our own monitoring ■ 

* svstem ^ 

This strong resource should be utilized in legislation for children, not maligned 9t 
igf^dv^. it continues to stand ready to provide effectivj^. help, if you will let it. 

Mr. Ck)RMAN. Thank you very iiiuch for your testimony. We 
appreciate it. ' 
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Ou^/n'ext panel of witnesses will consist of Patricia A, Langley/ 
Washki^on'representativ^, Office of -Governmental Affafl^"T^niily 
Service Association ^of America, also representing National Cov^ncil 
of Taniily Relations, American Ass6ciatioh of Marriage and Family 
Therapists, and American Iiom^Ec6rk>mics.Association;^ily .Orr, 
consultant on advocacy; and Dr. Helen McDaniel, Vice president, 

Isational ConfereAce of Catholic Charities, 
• / - ^ • . ' , , ^ ■ 

S'^ATEMi^NT OF PATRICI4 A. LANGLEY, BEHALF OF THE 
/ ^ - (^AIJ^N or FAMILY ORGANIZATIONS 

MnS; Lanc^y, Thank you, Mr, Chairman. ^ - ^ . 

I am f^at^cia Langley, representing^ the Coalition of Family Or^' 
gahixations which is composed of the American Association for 
Marri^e ^nd Fanyly Therapy, the -American Home Economic As- 
'sociaCtion/the Family Service Association of AmericaV and the ^a- 
tiohtji C(Aincil of Family Relations. 

These, organizations .have a combined professional membership of 
over 50,000. persons ' and board membership of Over 10,000, Our 
orgarfizations have* CQme together in a comrfiitnrren^ to improving 
family life. The' Coalition is comprised of educators, therapists, 
counselors, and other related p^fessional specialists. I am pleased 
to have the opportunity to appear before the subcommittee 'today 
on bphalf of the Coalition, ^f;^ 

The bills which are the sul^ct of this hearing raise a, number of 
issues related to the sbcial i^ervice system as financed by iitle XX 
and title IV B .of the,^>dal Security Act. V ^ ■ 

I will limit myself^tonb conTmentary on thfe provision of services 
directed to families. Inj&neral, members of the Coalition of Family 
Organ&ations are in tested in thosf' services which strengthen 
and s.upport the family entity, in this respeA, we are obviously 
interested in prograims whose policy is' to prevent the need fot^care 
which* substitutes for the family and programs to return family 
members home if possible. Of f^reat concern fD us too are programs 
designed to maintain children "in a family settmg, either natural or 
adopted. ^ . - . 

VVith re-gard to title XX, we support this subcommittee's proposal 
to the Budget Committee to increase the social services ceiling to 
$;M billion because we think many of the title XX services pro- 
grams need additional Federal financial^ support to meet justifiable 
needs. . , ' 

In particular^ we ho{>e that an increased ceiling might serve to 
stimulate growth in family services. These services would include 
family ^^•ounse ling, marriage counseling, adoption services, qhild 
welfare services to present foster care placement and maintain 
children in their/ owh homes/ mental health-related services, and 
homemaker and other home-based sei-vices. And we strongly en- 
dorse the administrations proposal for the inclusion of emergency 
services for adult victims of spouse abuse under title XX. 

While we are fully supf>ortive of aW elements of the social serv- 
ices program, such as child care and protective services, individual- 
ized seVvices to the aged and disabled and health services, we are 
compelled to stress the importance of service programs whose goal 
is preserving the family as an entity. 
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The Federal program arsenal is replete with assistance in tfie 
fopm of categoricaf aid to individuals suffering iome form of illiiass, 
disabuity or other life crisis leading to vulnerabHity or dependency. 
While each of "these programs may {toy some attention to^ the 
' fjimiiy problems' related to th^t' set of circumstance, t^e family is 
cle^ly a secondary concern. Th^re is Ao single category of f^eral 
assistance \vjic^ purpose is^ service to the family and preservation 
of it as a significant social unit. iTitle XX comes closest to tiiis ty|»e 
.of program but it is a general social service pro-am, not a categpr- ' 
ical one. ' \^ ^ > • ' 

'Our major* suggestion, besides^ our suppdrt fbV^increased Federal 
financing of this program, is that the-goai statement, which is the 
major Federal limitation oh the scope of service under title XX be 
revised to emphasize specifically aa the sixth basic goal of title XX: 
Preserving and strengthening family life. . v . . 

Presfently^ the only reference to families inthe goal statement is 
as ifunctjonaHy related to the.objective'of preventing or remedying 
abuse and exploit^on of adults and children. 

in that- contexts a family goal is a remedial service aimed at 
retiniting or rfehab^itating famili^ where abuse or exploitation d^e 
present The maintehance of family life as a te^ce goal under"^ 
title XX shoiild involve much more than such a limited approach 
will allow. , 
' Xhere axe feany situations in which marriage ahc| family coun- 
seling ami educational and preventive services are vitally impor- 
tant to faifiilies. It is of fundamental importaacd that the priorities 
within . the title . XX goal structure provide the opportunity for 
program development which focuses on the n^eeS^K of families in a 
central way — :not as tangential to abuse problems alone. 

For example, th^ high rate of marital breakup^ resulting from 
economic and emotional problelns as well as aleholism and mental 
illness cannot and should not be addressed in the context of ^^pro- 
tection of children- and vulnerable adults from abas^, neglect or ^ 
exploitation.'' ' ; ^ 

, Such a goal does not^ match reality. Effective marriage 'and 
family counseling must, for example, focus on the family entity. 
Such a focus is not now likely under the existing title XX goal 
structure. We believe that such a goal commitment would be an 
important statement of'Federai policy about families; and it would 
not cost the Federal Treasury. . . ' v ^ ^ 

With regard to child welfare^ legislation, we are very supportive 
of manyi^ements in H,R. 7200 f^*#ported by the Ways and Means 
.Committee in 1978 and pass^ by the House. We are particularly 
supportive of provisions making title IV B an entitlement for $266 ' 
million and requiring for the martjtenance of effort. 

We afe very supportive of the neN^deflhition in the. House-passed 
bill that epiphasiSes services to identify and^ solve family f)roblems 
in order to prevent family breakup and services to restore children 
to their natural families. We are 'also very supportive of the adop- 
tion subsidy provisions but do not think that they should be limited 
to only AFEfc eligible children as is the case- under .tlxe House- 
passed version of H.R. 7200 and H.R.^ 1523, 
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We wo'uld also urge the subcommittee to take whatever action is . 
m$\imMs jurisdiction to see that medicaid coverage is continued 
M addPfed children as it would be under, the administration's bill 
' / WeMo not believe that there should be a phase-in or earmark of 
whe title IV B funds as teCOmmended by the administration. We 
believe that the States should* be ^clearly authorized to uae Federal 
title IV B funds for management systems Std methods of tracking 
children, b^it an earmark- of the first $66 million of increased 
•Federal funds for this purpose seems somewhat ^irbitrary. States 
maj^ well find that their, particular .foster cai?e-. problem is ^ best 
solved: througH service^ to families at risk of having a child placed 
rather thaQ,in .tracking systems. . ; . , " . 

» However, -it n«eds to be clear that, the basic purpose ot the entire ^ 
/amount ofNjdditional- Federal minds -i^ to prevent unnecessary 
^foster care placement and to strengthen the capacity for preventive 
services to families. . , • f *, * ' 

. Thank you. ^ . . ' - 

[The prepared statement follovra:] ^ - 

Statement of Patricia A.' Lanolky, Coaution or f*AMiLY QsganXzations 

I am Patricia A. Langiey ' n-'praw-nting the Coalitiors^f Family On?ani^^ 
which ^ Hompcm-d of the American Association for Marria«eaud Family Therapy, 
The American Home Economic, Assosiation. The Fajnily Service Association of 
America and the National Cxji#»cU of Family Rel»ti9ns. These orga^zations have, a 
combined professional membt'rship.bf oVer SO.CKM) persons and board membership of 
over l^im Our organizations have come togeth>>f in a coiiimitment to improving 

" family life The Coalition is compristid of educators, thecapists. counselors and other 
relat«l professional specialists. I am pleased to have Che opportiinity to appear 

• fefore the Subcommittee today in behalf of the C^oahtion. • 

^ . The bills which ar& the subject of this hearing raise a number o^ issues related to 
■ the- social service system as financed l<. .Title XX and TitleJV B of the Social . 
Security Act. I will limit myself to a- commentary on the provisiolh of serviced 
directed to families. In general,, members of the C^oalition of i-amily Organizations 
are interesU-d in those stffvicss which strengthen and support the family entity. In 
this resiKict we are obviously- interested in programs whose policy is to prevent the 
need for cure which substitutes for the family and pri^raws to return lami y 
member home if possible. Of great concert to usg too are f^Rrams d^f "j;'^^ 
maintain children in a family setting, either natural or adopttxl. H.R. 72{K) of 1^^^ 
year and various bilI#%ropo6ed this y«r have this as their obj.>ctive. Programs to 
enable agtd and handicapped individuals to function indopendentlv and remain in 
living arrangements with their ifimiUes are also significant to us. Obymusly pruww- 
tive services such as marriage and family counseling designed tp Strengthen mar- 
riages and ti maintain children .in families are priority program areas. We would 
also like to see more .sUU^ funding of Title XX money aimed at assisting parents to 
help their children. Tfee ieed. for sucK family life' education services to families is 
clearly illustrated hv thi/ country's present epidemic of youth crises as manifested 
in runaways and ^^ik teenagera.' Aitd family life education is also nec'essary to 
educiite young a<^ui3^ ^'to.the responsibilities and problems which must, be dealt, 
with in' child rearing and maintaining family relationshifxs. 
I would now. like to comment on specific bills and praposals. 

TITLK XX-!.K(;iHl,ATiON ^ , ' 

Title XX is the Federal program which provides the major ^hancial support for 
family services. Pamily counseling and related »"PP«rtive services represent a^^^^^ 
17 uercent of Title XX Federal ex'penditures according to the May 1.1 '.'7^ Title XX 
-Technical' NoU-^ of HKW. Home-based -servi.ces such a^i home health aides, homt- 
Ser or chore st'rvices to eitobie disabled and aged individuals tp live at home, 
. Xn in family settings, represent about Pf>^cent of Title XX expenditures The 
. pS?rams with the major increases in Title 5{X funding l>^tween fisca year 1976- 
Fiscal year 1978 were programs in which some form of care for children was 
nrov ded such as dav care, or substitute care. Some services however, designed to 
maintain or support 'family life, such as adoption sep-ices. and couiHsehng to unmar- 
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tied parents decreased in the amount of Federal ftmds spent; The -progmm with, the 
greatest growth rate between FY 1976 and FY 1978 is; l^evet, p service supportive 
to family life: home-based aervio^. ' . 1 j 

We support this Subcommittee's proposal to the Budget Cominitte^ to incmase the* . 
social service ceiiing'to |3.1 biilioa becausewe think m^ny of the Title XX aervju:es 
program^ need additional Fedejal flnm^.ial support to meet justifiable needs. In 
v particular, we hope that -an incriwead .ceiling might serve to stimulate growth in 
' family se;*vi(^. These servict® woulB-indude, family counseling, marriage counsel- i 
ing, adoption service 'child wel/are service— which preveo^oster car^l placement . — ' 
< and niaintain children in their own homai—meatal health-related services, home- 
maker and other homeias^ service. And we strongly endorse the Administra- 
tion's preposal for the inclusion of emergency SBerviceyB for adult victims .of spouse ^ 
aiuae under Title XX/ ' . ' . - 

While we are fully supportive of all eUmenta of the social veryio^ prc^p^m^ suel; 
as child care and protective service, individualized service to the aged and dis- 
abled, and health^ services, we are compelled to stress the importance of programs 
whose goal is {ft^rving the family as ari entity. The Fedesal program arsenal is 
replete with assistance iti the form of categorical aid to in|jividuals sufferii^ some 
form of illness, disability or othe^ lijfe crisis leading to vulnerability ^or dependencjK 
While eaoh.of these programs may pay* some attention to the family* prdjl^^is 
related to that set of circumstances, the family is clearly a secondary* concern. There 
is no single- category of Federal assistance whi»e purpose is pr^rvation of the^ 
family as a si^incant social unity. TitJe XX comfes closest to this type of program 
but it is a generjal^ociai service pn^am. not a categorical one 

bur major suggi^tioh, besides our support for increased Fe^deral financing of this 
progmm, is that tht goal statement, ^ich is the mjiypr Federal, limitation on the 
scope of services, be revised to emph*rt& specifically as the sixth basid goal of 3Rttle 
XX: '^preserving and strengthening ' family life", Pn^ntiy, the only tefereiic^to 
families in the goal statement is as functionally related to the objective of prev^t- 
* .ing or remedying ^buse and exploitation of adults and children! In that context, ^a 
family goal is a remedial service aimed at reuniting or rehabilitating families where 
ijbiise or exploitation are present. The maint^ance of family life' as a service goal . 
' under Title XX should involve much more than such a limited approach will allow. 
There are marty situations in, which marriage and family counseling and educa- 
tional and preventive services are vitally important to families. It Is of fundamental 
importance that the Jitle JCX goal strUctui^ provide the opportunity foe pro-am 
development which focuses on the needs of .famili^ in ^ central way— not as 
tangential to abuse problems alone: For example, the high rate of marital breakup 

* resulting from ^ohomic and emotional problems as well as* alcoholism aiid mental 
illness cannot and should npt be addr^sed in the context of "protection of children 
and vulnerable adults from abuse, neglect or exploitation." Such a goal does not 

* match reality. Effective marriage and family counseling must focus on the family 
. entity: Such a focus is not now likely under the existing Title XX goal structure. We 

behtive that such a" goal commitment woi^ld be an important statement of Federal 
policy aboutrfamilioi; ar\(^ it would |iot cost the Federal Treasury, 

CHILD WEU-^ARE LEPISLATION 

We favor many elements in .H.R. 72(K)- as reported by the WUvs and Means 
Committee in 1978 and passed by the House. We are particularly enthusiastic about 
the provisions making Title IV B an entitlement for $266 million and requiring for 
the maintenance of effort And, of course, we endorse the new definition in the 
House-passed bill that emphasizes services to identify and solve family probleriis in 
order to prevent family breakup. We urge an emphasis on service to restore 
children to their natural families. We are also very supportive of theadoption 
subsidy provisions but do not think*^they should be limited to only AFDC- eligible 
children as is the case under the House-passed version of H.R. 7200 and H.R 1.^2ti 
We would also urge^he Subcommittee to take whatever action is within its jurisdic- 
tion to see that Medicaid coverage's continued for adopt^ni children as it would be 
uifdepthe Administration's bill. ^ . l x- *u n^^v r\r X2 

We do not believe that there should be a^l^hase-m or earmark of the Title IV B 
"funds as recommended by the Administration. We believe that the statai should be / 
clearly authorized to use Federal title IV B funds for management systems and 7 
methods ' of tracking children, but an ^rmark of the first $Qh million Qf increase/ 
Federal funds for this purpose seeiris sbfnewhat arbitrary. States may well find thaa 
their particular Foster care problem is best solved through services to families atV. 
risk of having a child placed rathei* than in tracking systems. It needs to be clear, 
however, that the basic purpose of the entire amount of additional Federal funds is 
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tb |5revunt unnecessary foster care plac^ent an^ to proKiA^iiygi^^^p^reEyjthem 
Thank you. / '"^ ' ' * ^ ' 

. Mr, CoRMAN. Thank you. 0 ^ 

Yovi^ fuirst^tement will go, in the record, x 

STATEMENT OF HEI^EN McDANIBL, VICE PRESIDENT, , 
. NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF CATHOLIC CHARITIES 

Mrs. McDaniel. I am Helen M^cDaniel, and Tarn executive direp- 
tor of the social service %ency sponsored by the Cathdlic coirimuni- 
" ty of tjie diocese of Golumbvis, Qnio. ' ^ \ \, 

I am also first president of the NaiSonal Conference of 
Catholic Charities^ also served on the^ committee that formulated 
the trackihg plan m Ohio for children under pur care. ' . 

First of all, Mr. Chairfn^n, J would like to compliment you on, 
your fortitude. I can readily 6ay that, if I were in your district, you 
would have ho trouble getting re-elected. ; ^ 

L don't me^n toSnlay 6ne-upmanship, but the last gentleman* 
before this committeeSft^ his organization is 150 years old. Catho- 
lic Charities is celebrating its 250th anniversary this year in this 
country, and we are having a *big celebration here in Washington. ' 
You are invited' to come. ^ • " 

The National Conference .of Catholic Charities serves 1;000 agen- 
cies all over the country. We have family service and miiltiple 
service agencies and child , cariag instrt^tidns. Bilt we are happy to 
say^'these have diminished in recent years, and we are pushing 
more and more strongly for thbs^ institutions to care only for 
children with special needs. 
5 And we have a strong foster home program, 

I would like to* have my testimony submitted for the record, jind > 
also Mathew Ahmanr^'s. testimony of April 4a 1977, in which he, for 
the National. Conference, did speak on the Vadoption .of children 
with special neeSs. \ 

Mr. Gorman. Both statements will appear imisiie record. 
You may summarize/ if you wish. \ ' ^ 

And the statement of Matt Ahmann will be placed in the record. 
Mrs. McDaniel. We are totally in support of title IV B and IV A. 
However, we do have some suggestedj»hange&. Under title IV A, 
we are strongly in iavor of subsidizing- ^e adoption of children who 
are in need »f special placement; those children with special needs 
. who also need full-time care in a family. , 

We know many young families need two incomes to survive in 
' today's economy, with today's ra^e of iniJatlen. Many proposed 
families for adoption cannot afford to have the wife stop working, 
' therefore, we do .believe that subsidi^;ed adoptions would help 
remedy that. , . 

We know from pur tracking record of many^ agencies in the 
entire country— and we are one of the few d^fencies to acCept 
children with special needs, even though they are difficult to 
place— we know we could have a much easier job, and these chil- 
dren would have been placed earlier, if t^ose adoptive families 
could have been subsidised with Federal moneys to carry tmcQUgh 
the full intent of rearing those children. 
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Also, WB Ha think that possibly the. amendment that Mr. Miller 
proposed, which would inciude those payments up through the full 
feducfational experience of those children, would be very appropri- 
ate. ' - . ' ; ^ } 

We also do support Mr. Srodhead s hill, H.R, 129^ which con- 
.tains* the Senate provisions of H.R. 7200 from the ^ last Congress. 

I am glad you are back, Mr. Fiangel. Some of our l>est frien<£ are 
from New York, and jsome of them are still there. Hbwever, we are 
not in total agreement with you in /regard to your amendment. 
I We feel that States can and do have the necessary funds to 
provicle those institutional services. - ^ * 

We readily adpiit.that NeW York isr one of the most progressive 
States in the country in child care. W^, however, tl^rough oji/ 
Services, . dre very ^ware that many States are providing^ubstan- 
dard child care 3ervices4ri their own in^itutions. . ^ 
/ We think that possibly yjour amendment wOuld be Counterpro^ 
ductive and .would lead those States away from the fester 'care 
provisions of title IV A and the services provisions of title JV B. 

And we would' 'hope that you would consider that because we 
don't think is as progressive as -we wbuld like, but think it could be 
rather regressive. If you Would care to comment on that, I wiH 
explain it further. i 
' ^^r. RANGEL. No, ma'am. 

'Mrs. McDani^.. W^ are in support, as I said, of title IV B with 
^n upgradinrig of the child care services. We recogni^ they need to 
befuliyupgraded. ^ - • 

W6 are in support of a $2(56 million figure, but we feel that it is 
stitl an inadequate sum, and we hope that if the tracking systems 
and the case management systems are included/the financing will 
not be taken out of the ceiling, but would be added as necessary, 
Mr. Chairman, in order to have a totally acceptable bill. '/'-^ 

We are in support of Yitje XX, and many of our agencies have 
coupled the private dollar with the Government dollar to extend 
services all over the country, not only in the urban areas but also 
ini-he rural area«. ^ 

We do have a network of family services that reach where many 
agencies do not go. ' 

We^ fully 5?upport the private and public partnership in^this, and 
we telieve .that many services have been and can be offered to 
^people who would not otherwise get it. 

We do fet^i Very strongly that title X)C was intended to expand 
services and not be just anothef*way of funding public services.. 

.We are in support of the $3.1 billion with the inflationary fac- 
tors. We hope that will be passed. 

We are very concerned about the tendei^cy to earmark money. 
My coll^^ue from Ol^o, has recommended certain amounts of 
money gwng to the alcoholic and dru^ abuse program. We would 
normally be in favor of that if the ^djiitiohal funding is added to 
the ceiling. We do not hejieve that money can really respond , to 
local planning if it is 'earmarked before it even gets there. * 

So ,if anything is to be allocated and earmarked, then we would 
hope it would be above the ceiling. And we do recognize that it is 
needed. Many programs are' nec^ed for protection of adults who 
cannot protect themselves. ^ 



; 304 « ^ 

We do have difficuky in the d^irability of state plan^ing being 
resubmitted everV 3 years. We would, like to see it for 2 years. We 
believe that hiore and more effort ajaould be put into really^ having 
a State .pl&O' ^at complies with the planning of the. local 
community. ■ ^ * 

We would' also' like to lend our support to the extension of those ^ 
services and assistance to Puerto Rico, .Guam, the Virgin Islands, - 
and the Northern Marianas. ^Oftentimes they are forgotten in any 
service plan at a Federal level. 

• Mr. Chairman, I have attempt^ to summarize -this. Altjbough it 
is a little late; and I had intended to do this' in the begihning, I 
would like to introduce you to Monsignor CJorcoran, our National 
Director^ Dorothy Daly, who is on our staff for social servic^; and >4rf 
Matt Ahmann, who is a associate director for governmental rela- ^ 
tions. If you have any technital questionsi^ they* will back me up in 
helping to explain it to you. Thank you very- much. . 

[The prepared statement and attachment follow:] ' . V 

■ "Statkmknt ok Helen McDaniel on fifiiiAi^ of the Nationai, C^ferenck of 

My n^e Helen McDaniel and I at^ Executive Directojr of the social service 
agency sVonsored by the Catholic community of the Dioo^ of Coiumbus, Ohio, as 
well as a Vice President of the National Conferen^ of Catholic Charitii^.on whoe^ 
behalf T appear here today. Accorppan^ing me- are Msgr. Lawrence J. Corcoran/i^ 
^:xecutive Director of the National Conference of Catholic Chariti^, and Dorothy 

• Daly, Assoiriate Director for ^Social Services for our Conference. ♦ 

• The National Conference* of Catholic Charilies serv^ about 1,000 agende%»^ 
institutions throughout the IJnitad States. Thi^ network of service agencies 'spon^ 
sored by the Catholic community is the largest non-governmental efYort in the field 
of the. human Jiervices in our country. All of our member agencies are* involved in 
multiple programs and in helping to meet the many human. needs which would be 
affected by the legislation before your Subcommitt^. , 

Chairman Corman, we are deeply indebted for your leadership in the important t 
Held of human 8ervice^B|rnd for the contributions made by the other members of ■ 
thi« Subcommittee. We nope that what ^^ou will legislate in this first sc^ion of the 
96th Coi^gress will spark a response in the Senate Finance Committee, so that we do 
not .have to su|Yer the disappointment of the 95th Congress when tiie human 
senrices languisned until the en'd, only to die in the subaltern politics of the last 
■ days. The modest improvementiJ in the programs needed to support th<»je n>«st ' 
hurting in our society deserve a quicker and more dignified response. 

We are happy to present our views on needed impr6vements in foster care (Title 
IV A of the Social Security Act), in child, welfare services (Title iV B of the Social 
Security AqV, in the social services generally iTitle XX of the Social Security Act), 
and we a^e Tiappy to have the oppc^rtunity to testify in support of a provision for 
subsidy to improve' the chanct^ for adoption into permanent, loving .Karnes of 
children/with special naeds ;who n\ight otherwise languish in temporary or institu- 
tional iare. At the outset we would like to observe that the most generous legisla- 
tive/^po«ais before you are ftiinisculc in terms of the pressing needs of families 
and children in anguish. It is unfortunate* that people in anguish are made to carry 
so much of the burden of, our nation s economic difficulties when they are in nq way . 
responsible for the economic problems. In fact, it haf been aptly demonstrated by <. 
Dr. Harvey Brenner of Johns Hopkins, and others, before the Joint Economic 
Cornmittfie of Congress, that the human suffering the social services try to alleviate 
rvir4n^rKe measure beencreated by inequities in the economic system. 
We havo examined the various bijls which are the subje<^t of this hearing, and the 
memorandum from the Administrator of March 19, 1979, and will group our com- 
ments on Title IV A, Title IV B and Title XX of the Social Security Act, We regret 
that the Administration had not introduced legislative language on its proposals so 
we could give, them more thoughtful analysis. It is hard to understand why there 
has been such a delay on the part of the Administration since all of the proposals 
before you were also before the last Congress. y ' 



The major proposals before you relative to Tide IV A d©^ with tfae T5e«i'to 
provide Federal a^aiit^ce in the ad^tiv^ placement in permanent, loving homas of 
children with special , needs who ^ rejected of not able to be maintained in the 
home of their biological pareat orvpM^nta. The National Conf&rence of Cat^Kc 
Chanties has worked on this l^islation for 6 years, banning "with the inTiial 
introduction of its provisidas by Senator Cmnaton. T^e m^jor piece of the original 
propoeais to improve adoptions in our coanwy remainii^ unlegislated is the provi- 
sion of assistance to subsidize meeting special needs. In this connection we endorse 
the provisions of Mr. Brodhead's bill which osntain the Senate provi* 

sions of H.R. 7200 from the l^t Congraas. we would urge^ you to add lo the 
Brodhead provisions the provision in Mr. Miller's proposed Sec. ^1 (a) ^from H.R 
1523) which would extend eligibility ''for payiicient^. under this section during such 
^period as the adopted child is eitl^r under t!i^ age of eighteen or is under the age of 
twenty^me and .v. . . . a'student r^^ularly attending a school, coli^^, or university, 
or r^ularly attending a Course of vocational or technical tmining designed to tit 
hinvor her for gainful employment" \ ' 

The need^for special sub§iay payments to secufe adoption of chiidmi with special 
needs isovell documented^ and we* will not go into the evidence here. We do, 
however, append our twimony before the^ubcommittae on Child and Hainan 
Development of the, then. Committee on Human Resources of the Senate^" of April 4, 
1977, and ask that it be induded in the record as offerii:^ documentation fior the 
need for this toendment to Title IV A. 

We are 'aware that in an unsigned memorandum of March 19 of this year the 
Administrator suggrated the creation of a new Title iV E to tiie Socirf Security Act» 
which would apparently combine foster care payments and an adoption subsidy 
program. We can see merit in eventually consolidating aliftchild.^ented services 
outside of the Title IV financial assistance title, but ther^ are twa strong ai^guments 
against such approach a| this time, 

• First of all none of the groups providing adoption or. footer care service have had 
an opportunity to see the Administration's l^^§lative languagei d^pite the fact that 
the current administration has had over two ye^ to develop it, and the Depart- 
ment of HEW some 6 years. / ' I 

But secondly, and of most importanc^, it is time that this modest package de^ 
signed to give children loyii^ and permanent hpm^ gets turned into law in the 
quickest possible time. It is one of the link^ in an important network of legislation 
designed to help children and familira in tnevfuture. In^jBwi^e strongly urge this 
Subcommittee to mark-up the adopUon subsidvy^ps^^rr 1Sc^^ piece of 

legislation and get it sent over to the Senate Fiimnce Committer at the earliest 
possible moment. In the six vears this legislation /has been ca^ht up in differences 
on other programs, sortie 100,000 children may have been deiiued permanent loving 
parents. There is no longer any excuse for delay. V^,.^. ^/ * 

One other issue, raijsed previously in respect to Titfe^V^ trouble^^ us. In the last . 

• Congress the distinguished Mr. Rangel ofTered an<' amendment to AFDC-foster care 
which w6uld have permitted the States to proviS^ footer care for up to 25 children 
in institutional settings, administered by the Sfictes. It was an amendment adopted 
hastily in this Subcommittee's mark-up with no supporting iestimony. /^nd it crops 
up again in the Administration's mecngrandum. It was an unwise amenditient^.ani 
we hope the Subcommittee will not coaaider it again. *We are all diriel^l^^ed' to 
improve foster care protections so a^o move children as rapidly as^ pcssibie b^ck 
into their families, or into other permanent care. Still it is recogmited that some 
children will ne^ long term or permanent institutional care; we mean only where 
it £ appropriate care, and ^only where it is in lippropriately sized Mdmihistrative and 
care units. 

But with all the problems.we have in improving foster care practices, and reduc- 
ing institutional care to only that which is appropriate for children with special 
needs, to permit Federal reimbursement for institutional care in State rup settings 
would only -complicate and retard or prevent Improvements. There areh^itutiontfl 
foeter care problems in many State which the States themselves have^^^ng an 
inadeq^te of monitoring and improving in private settings. Now if you p€rmit 
the States to proviHe such care, who is to monitor themr We have sufficient 
problems in otner state institutional systems around .tl|p country without now 
providing Federal reimbursement to extend the chances for such bad practices into 
child care. ^ . 

■ Also relative to the proposals on Title IV A, v^e wish to note our support of the 
voluntary foster care placements which would be permitted under the amendments 
propoeed by Mr. Brodhead and Mr, Miller. , ' 
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Finally, we note. that in its proposal to transfer the AF©CJost^r care program, to 
a new Title IV E, the Administration would impose a ceil^jg on loiter care pay- , 
merits- As we indicated earlier, it is difficult to comment on theoverall proMsai of 
the Administration because' we have not been fumishe^ l^teiative langudge. But we 
would oppoee the imposition of a ceiiing until the new foster car» protections wer« 
worked into the' system, and until . we had wo^ experience with the adoption 
subsidy program- 




There are several matters before this Subcommit^ relative to Xitle IV the. 
child care services title of the Social Security Act.*^ % 

We strongly endorse turning the title into an entitlement to the States to provide, 
essential child care services up tb the original authorization 1^66 million, and as 
yet inadequate sum. And we are in support'of the kinds of protections introduced by . 
Congre^man Miller of California arid Congr^man Brodhead of Michigan, to im-;^ 
prove the chances fot children in temporary care to^get into a permanept loving 
Smily situation, their own biological family if at all p<?8Sible. There is no doqbt that 
there have' been inadequate daae management and tracking systems, and a lack of . 
due proc^ in past practices, even though we crfDserve a quickening of jmprovement 
in many states in the past seA^ral years. We also strongly endorse the provision for 
preventive services in the first place, so no child is removed from his or her own 
home, except in an extreme emergency,, unless all support services have been 
offered to^hat family and child to work out their problems. v 

Relative to the use of the funds under Title Iv B, we urge^at the committee 
consider enlarging the entitlement to cover the »dmimst«itive^,atW foster care. 
systems cq^aIs which would hS added by these amendments. If that is not possible at 
this time, we strongly urge that there be a guarantee that 75 p^nt of the funds 
be used for the actual provision of service, rather than letting*|ie other cqsta cut . 
into what were originally, we believe, considered to be service funda 

We wijl divide our comments on needed Title XX amendments^into two parts. As 
we do so, we want to observe that in its prt^nt form we do not believe, on the basis 
oT our ^xperiencev that Title XX represents the best possible in the way of Federal 
support ifor a social service strategy design^ to meet exceptional, non-monetary 
needs of those who need special assistance. ^ , . i. 

The foundation for our ijoncern is based on the proposition on human nghts 
advanced in our religious tradition on the statement of Pope John XXIO m his well . 
known letter entitled "Pacem in Terris'^ '^Beginliing our discussion of human 
rights, we see that every person H^s the right to life, to bodily integrity, and to the 
means which are necessary and suiUble for the proper^^evelopment of life; th^ 
art^ritnarily food, clothing, shelter, rest, medical care and finally the nec^^ry 
social services.**. 

Pope John Paul 11 has, in a sense, expanded on that exposition by observinjj in his 
first letter or encyclical, of March 4th of this year that: *^(w)hat is in question is the 
advancement of persons, not just the multiplying of things that people can use. It is 
a- matter— as a contemporary philosopher has said and as the Council has sUted— 
not so much as 'having more as of 'being m9re'."' ^ , y 

Herein, we believe, lies the true promise of the provision of the necessary social 
services ' ' 

Immediately at haW are the amendments to Title XX proposed in your bill (H.R- 
2724), Mr. Carman. ^ . n - ^ c *u * 

The proposal you advance to Increase the funding for sjocial services fronv the 
existing $2.9 billion to '^.l billion; with continuanc<> on a permanent basis of the 
special fu^i^Jing to help States meet necessary Federay tiay care standards, is 
modest, but worthy of support as a beginning to bowst the funding at least to the 
level which would eiiable it to catch up with .the increase in the cost of those 
services due to infiation since Title XX w^is enacted. We also support the provision 
to index the spending under the titles tii thq modest 7 percent a year, which is 
below the Pr^ident's proposed ceiling on salary increases. " ^ 

While we approve tne provision to require the States to consult with the elected 
officials of general purpose local governments as to the elements of the service plan, 
we would hope that the elected legislative bodies of such unitirWtuild al^ be 
consulted and most of all we urge that the consultation, already permWd under 
current law will be required to be concurrent with the rest of Wie planning proc^. 
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SO that the elected officials will ^ot have their voice raiiied iij veto above the rest of 
the citizen consultation process, , 

. We have no difficulty geeing the desirability of. permitting State plans for service 
. to correspond with State ftacal yeara, and with at least a'twojvear State legislative 
process, as long as there is opportunity to comment at the mid-pointT but we would 
qppose^hat we understaud is ao Administratiori proposal to permit such plans to 
run for three years. ^ * " ; - 

We support the permanent extension of the prgjisions offering special aervic^ to 
^ alcoholics and drug addicts, and the provision^to provide temporary shelter servic^ 
to adults in danger of injury, neglect, maltreatment or exploitation. But we would 
observe here that thiere shoirid be an additional increase in authorization -for th^ 
purposes. We c^nbt understand .l)ow Congress can continue ^o add service to Title 
•XX.jvhich could conceivably be funded under other l^islation,;evea t&ough for an 
emergency period they miglft sensibly be funded under Title' XX; without increasing 
the available funding, particularly since almost all th& Stat^ are presently at thair 
Spending ceiling under ti;e act, and* the amount of terviees, bas^ op Mai dollar 
valu^ is decneasing. , . .. . 

We also support the amendment offered to exteni assistance for soci^ services, 
outside the current statutory ceUing, to Puerto Kio), Guam, the Virgin Islands and 
the Northern , Marianas. We have advocated this for sonie time. We only observe 
, that the mod^t assistance provided by the amendment is well below the faer^pita 
financing pfovided the Statw" 

Mr. Chairman, the National Conference of Catholic Chariti^ appreciates the 
opportunity to . comment on the legislative proposals before your Subcomn\itt^. 

Adoption or CHru)RiN Wmi Si'icciAL Nkkds— TissTTMOiNrY to SuiiCOMMrm:K on 
CiiiLD AND Human Dijvklopmknt COMMrrrKfi on Human Rssourcss, United 
States Senate, April 4, 1977, Presentkd fob. the PBational CoNFiiaKNCK or 

CaTHOUC CHAai^IEli BY lifATHEW AHMANN, ASSOCIATE DlE^CTOE 

I am Mathew Ahmann, Associate Director of the National Conference of Catholic 
Charities. Monsignor Lawrence Corcoran, our Executive Director, regrets that he 
a)uld not be here hiinself today to deliver this testimony in support of S, 961, as 
introduced by the Chairman, Senator Cranston^ by Senator Riegie df this Subcom- 
mittee and by other members of the Senate. We hope tiiat t^timony today might 
encourage the Subcommittee to report out this mod^t proposiil to meet a very 

. special need of some children in our society— the need of children for permanent 

* families. 

Tlie National Conference of Catholic Charities coordinates the Catholic Charities 
Movement and serves mma 1,500 agencies and their branches and institutions in 
their effort to i^rovide human service. Qf our 147 member dioc^wm agencies. 91 
percent have well-developed adoption service. 84 percent of them also have footer 
care programs, ^ 

We are pleased that the Subcommittee on Child and Human Development is 
again turning the attention of the Seriate to the need of hard-to-place children for . 
warm and loving family upbringing. ; 

Because of Senator Cranston s courtesy, a preliminary draft of this bill was the 
Tirst piece of legislation I worked on when I cOme to work for ourCohference now 
four years ago. Broad consultation and hearings in the last Congr^ perfected the • 
bill a great dcuL We had.hoped that the Subcommittee woubd have reported the bill 
last year, and the Senqte passed it. The former Chairmifti of the Subo^mmitt^N 
however, ^ot caught up in an election. We hope the current hearirtg will demon- 
strate how needed the bill is to aid in the adoption of cfciidren with'^pecial needs. 
And we-©arnestly do hope that another election will twi i^^k^ryene before it becomes* 
law. We deeply appreciate your interest Senator Cranston.^ur agency experience 
leads us to agonize over the children who may have had to wait the .last /o^r years 
because the modest assistance which, would 1^ piwided by this bill was not forth- 
coming. * - 

There are thc^ who feel that Congr^ should enact no new program, e^n a 
modest one» until the Department of llealth. JEducation and Welfare can.be com-, 
pletely reorgani'zed. Testimony on this legislation in the last dongress, demonstrated ^ 
that there is a gap. Certainly the need qf a permanent and^oving home for a ' 
limited number of our nation's children should not wait for that day when all will 
•breathe a sigh of relief that reorganization in HEW is finally complete and there is 
perfect integration in the delivery of human services. How long will chUdren who 
suffer barriers lo^- adoptive placement have to wait before they h^ve permanent and 
loving families? ' 
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To protect the future of chiWren. the cardinal principle is » insure that {amthes 
have sitfficient income, that family, life is strong and healthy, and that chillren 
have the opportunity to grow Up in the permahent security qf^a famiiy e"Viron- 
tAent. We arc encouraged that the Adniinistratipn has begun a Tstudy of -options for 
welfare reform which we hope leads to a more adequate system of income mainte- 
nance, and one which respects the integrity and dignity of those ni need.,We look 
forward to the day when the Administration's proposal wfll be introduced into 
Cx>ngress. Ob the service side, we hope that, when attention turns to 'niproving Title 
XX of the Social Secutity Act, "preserving and strengthening family life Jl'! 
as a specific goal, with mandated services, iita way m which the Title do^ 1;°^"°* 
d^ Wr^ould also hope that the day would come when all Federal pohcy initiatives 
would be evaluated with their impact on children and tamily life m mind _ ■ 
-The "Op^rtunities for Adopti^ Act of 1977" (S. 9«1> ^^"t'-.f ly^^eiiniit^ 
*foeus of i^^roving the afloption process, especially in th» case of children who have 
special needs. The special needs of children arise froln the accidents of l)irth, from 
pffims bf ill health or h/ndicap. from inadequate ^jarenUng, from the '"adequacy 
of our JduSatic^ual syetem. afid from the structures of our society yhich treat 
families or children urjustly or pbce them in unMsuaHy .stressfi^l situations. Among 
K children are upWa«& of 100.000 (Senator Cranston's introductory remarks in 
hrCongrS"onal ^Lord cit«d an estimate of 120.000) who are^m need of perma- 
nent aHoVive. parents, but wOiose.placement has been Tnadt; difficult by their special 
ne«l or the lad^ of an adfxjuate income in a family otherwise .willing to adopt them, 
but who may have them m foster care. For example Congrefewoman Yvonne 
Burke the' Houst> sponsor of this legislation, lias reported that m Cahforma there 
St over 27,000 chiWren in fa<t*r homes, fimny with spi-cikl nei^ and ^t'^.t'^ 
diflicult to place in permanent homes. And CaUfornii, has one of the better function- . 

^'I'hf&nafrttTncc of Catholic Ch;rities is total a^win^nt with 'the " 
'tiivtun ities for Adoption Act.)' and as I have indicated ha^e welcomed the 
opSuni^y to comment on previoU drafts of the legislation^ In our judgmenrtlve 
Elation h^is been perfected to such a degree that we would not be disturbed if it 
Sre rSrted out in it^ present form. We have made some^recomniepdaUons to 
S fKatters which could easily be handled in' the Committee rep«it. and today 
Jul make just ^ few observatioiu. which we feel could constructively W still cons^d- 

"■'"whtle the number of adoptivi> placements has been'Secreasing in our sdcieV forji 
vaS of re "s^ns. our agencies report a considerable number of children with 
sSl need^ whc arc waiting for adoptive homes. In most cases, given the proper 
Suncfand resources, fH-rmanent .families wouid be available to these children^ 
rn^rne ca^^^ biolclncal parents find themselves unabl? to adequately care forj^ 
ch "d^- th sS-cia n^>ds ikiuse the nnancial situation ^f . the family, or other 
S WemfhrprcKiuced internal family , tensions, leadii^g to taster care ff^'^'^"}^-, 
wSTC- -rv (>ffbrt to provide the services to strengthen that family must be made J 
with the oUi-tive or' reuniting the family, in some «is..s the obj^rtive is nc^tJ 
achiev-vd and adoption will be preferable to ix-rmanent faster care > 

• .-^^ In X-r cases Lt^ parentis are providing excellent parentmg for a e n d, or for a 
sibUm RrcmTbut neither they nor the children can make the relationship a 
li-r^tumtly^ndurable one hoAu^ of sp.K.-iai obstacleii to adoptu^. or becau,se of 
^n^^ial exiKMiHi'S ihi' famiiy is unable to U^'ar. v , . r 

In many i"* 'nces a single biological parent is simply unable o care f^or u child 
am vet its siHK-ial ncxnls make it diffR-uU to achievcvan adoptive placement^ _ 

■ We fin ™ families who desire t(, adopt but who cannot take on the burden -Of 
th^Uc^ 1 m">ds ttondant on the adoption of some, children. There may be unusual 
ImxliC^r^^-sSl ^-rvice n.vds; or in other caus^-s fx-rft-ctly acceptable parents s^nply 

.'''x^n!:^:':::!J'^tiTr^\aco.n an adoptive home b<^au.<.^f th,;ir age, o«»s the 
bill ui e pro^-riy details, because- of H^hysicaLH-mutional- or ment.il hmidicap or 
li'aui of their race, or b«.>caas<. they are memb<>rs oFa sibling groupjvhich should 

ficfJthat a large number of children" renuun in filter care Wes. with no 
t, .r.f^^ VA-^kit^^hi^ parents, and some remain. . unnecessariiy^ in 

K t ml iSrt uv^^arv t^ pre.sent your committed-' the'<as«- hislon.es of 
c?:^ Ci who areUrrtn^^^^^^ u4aB.- they have sfKK:ial nec-ds. .You know t he 
n obi ems fron '^^^^^^^^^^ testii^ony .the pn^ecessor .SUb^pmrnittci. heiitd- The thild 

W^do k «w from our alJenciS^that an appropriate assistance program could 
pr^v de mo of <hSc childfert- with tH-rmanent loymg p^ir^nUs. The exp^-ru-nce of 



our agencies in thoie States whicft have'begua subsidy programs on their limited 
mean* indicates that ito pi*^ do work, 39 States noy have some sort of 
progr^, but the typica} State subsidy i^^veo below the foster care paymect ievei. 
The elen^nts outlined in S. especially Section 4 relative^ to Ms i st a n ce axui 
subsidies, are essential to enhance, present . State prti^^ranui, and to stimulate the 
.remaining 'States to adopt such programs. I woiud Uke to comn^t on sevmtl 
provisions of S. 961, especially the assistance provisions of Section 4. ^ v 

We. are pleased by the rimge of assistarkC^ ta the f^optive' proc;ees eiiviskmed 
Section 4(aKl^, and the provisic^ h&re to h,elp agenc^ies meet thc^ cost involved in the 
adoptive placement of children is very important |«fke it is beconung-iAcreasingly 
difTicult for families to meet all the costs involved in the pl^m^nt o^^a duld 
who does not have special heeds* It is not true, as ^>me belkve, that agency 
adoption programs pay for Jtheniselv^i Many of - tlH5 problems we hi^ye^in: the ^ 
, adoption field— including part of the grsy . .market ackption. pjx>Wem-^*l^ 
inadequate resource on which agencies and p^^hts can draw. More staff is needed, 
and innservice^ training is imperatives^ In the face of a rapidly changing «uioptioi^ 
scene. !SFow that the rights or unmarried fathers are being clarified> the complica- 
tions and costs of freeing a child for adoption, which ^re sbm^ixhes considerable" 
before, have compounded aild increased. The cof^ of locating and freeing children 
in need of adoption, as well as locating suitable luioptive parents can be consid^ 
able. We assume that ti;^e last par^ of Section 4(aXl) would permit the. expendi^^ire 
of funds which are sometimes needed to j^y for the trips Of prospective "adbptive 
parents to see children with speciiU.aeedl, whose adoption they are consideritjg, who 
may be outside the State^. ^; . „ /*\. .^ 

We' have several conynents on Section 4<3H2). Adeiquate prenatal and pcMitpartuas^' 
''care, including adequate nutritional care are essentia! for a trouble-free ji^:^;nancy 
and to prevent the many life-long prohiems which arise in children whose mothers 
have not received adequate nutrition and care in their prenatal d|5^s. Mothers who ' 
are not wealthy, or who do not qualify for medicaid, frequently x£nnot aftord the 
kind of .prenatal care they need. In the absence of i tmiyersal health insurance 
p^og^an^,l^ve feel that th^ pr^nant women should l;»e guaranteed adequate prena^ 
tal and postpartum care, I ttiight obset^e here, in rellition to the gray market 
adoption , problems on wiiich this Subcommittee has h^ lhearin^ that the proknii^. 
of paymei^t foj^^ll medical ca^ has -be^n a factor in inil^e^cing wobaen to inove 
iiito independent adoptions. " ' v • ' 

If universal coverage for pregnant women is not able, to be ^tablished at this . 
point, we w6uld lilte to urge strongly that, such eligibility b& granted to all pregnant 
women who are ''considering" placing their children for^adoption- We* fear that the 
present laiig^^e of this section relative^ to mothers who are ''voluntarily planning" 
to place their chridren for adoption might have the effect df forcing an .early 
decision, on the prospective mother ^nd weigh it in favor of release of the child. 

If for some reaijon, which we cannot imagine, the bill.ca|inot be so altered in 
markup, we would urge that the following language be placed in the report on the 
bill; . ' ' " '^'^ '"^ . 

By uiiing tlw phrase '^Woluni^rily pianniYig" in Sec. 4(aX2) it i^^,. not the Commit- 
teejs intent in any way to see any coercive* pressure on prospective mother^ to place 
their forthcoming child in adoption ;as.Dppotied £o 4;etaining custody herself. Accept- 
ance of such prenatar, natal or pt^^tpartum assistance jjfr might be needed to assure 
safi^ delivery of as healthy a child as, possible is not to impose a j^uiriement that an. 
adgptioh agreement be-previously or subsequently ^tered itJt^N^d Oils ^ould i^^^ 
made known to the-pro6pieg:tive mother ^ " - , 

1 woi^ldjalso mention our hope that the proviifi9n of m^icaliand nutritional 
assistance^ as well . as other forms of assistance in the biTl, will raieve progpgctive 
rpQthers fpo^ some" of the tremofidous social' pre^ures to terminate Vji ii r ^ ^nufll^ 
^:>y an ^nbcjoti^n. In short, the avaUaWlHy^^f assis^ce outlined in 'the bill, shwld 
help give prWpectlve mothers a true choice in the face' of a problem, pre^^ftincy. ' 

Relative to Section 4(bXl) w^ woui^ sl^est th&t the bill moke more* exphcit the 
right of parents to trertify a change in need and reop^ the assistance agreement 
bemuse of' a change m circumstances or an emergency, or an increa^ in the cost of 
care. We also fM that this section, or the accompanying report jIhoCild make it" clear 
that the subsidy agreement reached- in one State continues .even if the child and 
adoptive ifamiiy sub6equently take rcjsidence in ajiother/S 

•There^to'iyily one gap we see in the bill and* sugg^t^ another item wfiiph might 
.be addjftd>:tonSSection 4ta^ Some of. our agi^pcic^ in a few 'States Gn^ thaC a major 
block to^'the^ placement of children with special needs aris4^ out of tfie fact th^ they 
are hard pt:essed to^find funds, to keep children , in loiter cara While searching for 
adoptiv&. parents,^ Some "States are not paying' fgr this temporary care through 



private nonprofit agencies As a result, because, of theMack of private funds, the 
chiidreii are committ^ to the StaU^s. The process of tra»sferriiig childpn to public 
agencies from the private sector resultij in, additional delays in fuidii^ Monies. 
Moving ^he child from one foster home to anothei; do^.not help the child* Some- 
thing should W .done to provide the necessary funds for private tigencii^^ to care f6t 
the children w\w have come to their attention while they tiearch for adoptive horae3. 
I should make" it ciear that we do not feel it would be healthy for State agencies to 
exclusively dominate ttSe adoption field; , ' ' • * 

'■ In cloiiing, we are pleased with tl?e philosophy and direction of the propoiied 
**Opportunities for Adoption Act/' Its piisage would mark a significant stepfoi^ard. 
in effortii to locate permanent homes for the many children with special needs. 

At -the same time, adequate prenatal and pbstparturii care, and an adequate, 
adoption subsidy program should reassure mothers that others share their concern 
that their child receive loving care • and maximum opportunity in- life. Such a 
program should also help to relieve the pressures on mothers to secure an abortion, 
and shoU^ ^^Ip tO (Mimin^ite the "black" and "gray'' market adoption prob- 
lems. On this latter matter.j>i# hope soon to 4iee legislation which will make it a 
crime to buy and sell babies, and which will prevent perhaf^ well-intentioned but 
certainly misguided and often incompt»tent persons from dealing in th& pl^cehient of 
childreii, a^js^ring the proper placement of the. child . through a Uicen&^ agency 
living up ta'sCaJidards. ■ " ' " - ■ i . , < -.-^v 

We are gr^tefuMor the interest of the Subcommittee in highlightmg'tte''ptgb^^^^ 
of finding f k^rman en t families for children with special need^. We believe ihfs bill 
will strengthen the ability of local public and private agencies to place children in 
[permanent, loving homes! We hope the bill is reported soon. Thank you, 

^^r. Kangel. Thank you. Monsignor and ladies, the full commit- 
tee is vefy thankful and very aware of the contributions th^t have 
been made by your organization to assist us in grafting the legisla- 
tion, rather than just helping us to get it passed. We are very 

.^appreciative of your efforts, ^nd Certain people in ceilain parts of 
the country do believe that having foster care for over 25 children 
in institutional settings would be beneficial. L will be taking more 
testimony on. that from those in the dity of New York. . 

Ms. McDaniel- May I take 1 more minute? I am aware of what 
the Fe<ieral audits- have beea under title XX. And they have- been , 
largely financial audits to be sure the books are appropriate and 90 
forth . It is very difficult to. audit programmatic care f^rid the qual- 
ity of service. And we aft . v^ry concerned with . the quality of 
service in some oAthe public institutioiis, not all of them^^but many 

of them. • " : , , ^ 

Mr. RA'NGEyn'he smaller institutioris? / , • 

Ms. McDai/iel. Yes; for example, in Ohio there are 88 counties. 
They are ni&ndated by law to hSve a child welfare board and a 
children s ilistitution if ncH^essary in each county. They ^ can ^ use- 
only persu/si\5^ ix)VYers if those institutions and services are not up 
to date, ^^y tan ..use only 1^ power with public institu- 

tions. Biit with ^he yolunthry 'cigencie« tjiey can actually take away 
our licofises, Anci they have admitted to me that they have a lot of 
difficulty and do -put up with things in a public ^geqcy they would 
really never pQt up ^^with in a private agency. And I think this 
should be certainly considered. ' . , , 

' Mr. Rangei. Jt just seem& that the thrust pf the oppo&ition la 
that \<^e are already doing a g:Qod Job and we doh^t need aiiy small 
public institutions out there. In most cases I feel we are beuig 
negative about something that is not locked into place. And J don't 
know v^h^f her the competitive nature of these types of services is 
bad^or not 
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'^-/--v.^ - ■ , m * . ■ . -^ J. : • 

Ms. McDaniel. Well, I really do. not- iHjnk Jt is. a matter of 
competition. And one of our tn^in goals and objectives is to foirm a : 
network ?o all people get all the services. And we don't have to 
proyide everything. We work very cooperative!;^ with other people. 
feut we are concerned about ihe standard ^and quality of care- in 
,some^areas.^ . •■ ^ ■ ■ 

. Mr.^ Ranged Well, ihat. is what I ana saying* that ail &f 0ie.' 
opposition that have received has not really been 'specific. It is' 
things that could happen or t^iat people believfe may possibly 
happen, such as provicUng care of a lower quality. If you cotild sj^rid 
me and the committee some information on this, I would certairtly. 
take another look at it. ^ . . 

Ms. McDaniel. I would be delighted to. 
, * Mr. Ran6el. I know it is not just a question of dollars and cents, 
but it does seem as though there would a cost saving and that 
V small institutions would/ proyide a better service than ,the iarg^ 
institutions. " < ^ . 

Ms. McDANiEjp. If you could mandate that those agencies be 
licensed and would^ jgo out of business if they did not meQ£ .s^;and- 
■ ards, that would be 'a safeguard. I think it is ^e safeguard We want . 
more than anything. We do no| want to restrict the estabHsHihfent 
of these programs. • - 

Mr. Rangel* I would have no problem with makijrg certain that 
the standards are just as high as in the private sector. Would that 
remove your objection? * . . 

Ms. •McDaniel. Yes. 

Mr. Rangel- Thank you. Next we have Ms. Sally Orr. . 

Ms. Ork. Thank you, I am Sally Orr. I am consultant oh advoca-^^ 
' cv to the Association of Junior Leagues. With me is Jane Erisman, 
chairman of the Junior Le^ue of Wilmington, Dela\^are's social 
services interest group. I am also submitting 'testimony prepared by 
Jeanette Dunckel of San Franciscof^whd Is a member of the associ- 
ation's public issues committee/ We are here tod^y to register our 
support of child welfare ' t^gislatioh that would reform the v|bster ' 
care system to strengthen family Hfe' and provide, protection to 
children, including the development of a strong suljsidii^ed adoption 
-program. " ^ ♦ ' * 

I would like to summarize my testimony and present my written 
stgttement. , a. _ " ' '■ 

Mr. Gorman. Did I understand' you also would like tp submit the 
^ statement of Ms. Dunckei? 7, 

Ms. Orr. If I could- ^ - ^ * ^ 

Mr. Gorman. That will follow your prepared statement in the 
record. 

STATEMENT OF SAI.LY ORR, CONSULTANT QN ADVOCACY. 

ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR LEAGUES v 

■ Ms. Orr. And then Ms. Erisman will speak after I have spoken' 
. The Assogiation of Junior Leagu^^ is a nonprofit organization 
- with 229 m'ember leagyes with approximately 125,000 individual 
members in the United States. The associiation's thjpee-foid plirpose 
is: to promote vohmtarism; to develop the gpteiu^^ of its members 
for voluntary participation in cbmmUriity a»airs; and to demon- 
strate the effectiveness of trained volanteers. 
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Before I comment on t^e child welfare profx^ls uiMer consider*' 
ation by this subcommittee, I would like to, touch briefly on our 
support of proposed changies in title XX that would enhance the 
partnership between the public and voluntary sectors. The associ- - 
ation's longstanding, commitment to voluntarism is reflected in its 
endorsement of the ^t^tement submitted by the title XX task force 
of the National Assertibly.of National Voluntary Health and Sk>cial 
Welf^i^' Organizations, Inc. in support of legislation that would ^ 
require the title XX agency in each Sti^t^ to ^ortsult^^with the' 
voluntary sector, to allow up-front provision' of matching funds, 
and to , provide training for volunteers servii^/jnjall capacities in ^ 
provider*affericies. ' ' ' V ^ 

' We are especially aware of the n^ to train volunteers effective- 
ly becau^ our own experiences have proven 4^at,the use of trained 
volunteers is cost effective. Our commitment tb^effective training 
programs i^^ reflected by the r^uirement that every junior league . 
member must participate in a training program ^fore^He begins 
\york in her community. The majority of junior league menlbers 
continue to take training courses throughout their years of active 
league membership. ^ . ' _ 

In dddition, eVefy junior league member must make a comnyt--. 
ment to a volunteer position during her active years. A substantial 
number of junior league members today sit on the boards of other 
voluntary organizations tht<^ughout the United States beqiuse of 
the leadership training which 4:heir Community volunteer exjperi- 
ence has given them. Allowing titlef XX funds to be used for the 
^ training of volunteers could provide for. the expansion of the type 
of training for effective volunteer work that has been developed on 
a pilot basis by junior leagues across the COtintry. 

Our commitment to the improvement of services for , children 
also is longstanding^ Junior league volunteers have b^n providing 
services to children sinc^ the first junior league was, founds in 
New York City in 1901. Through the years, juniof . league- volun- 
teers have, provided a variety of direct services to children, includ- - 
ing the establishment of settlement houses, emergency shelter's and 
day care centers, they have provided many services such as tutor- 
^ing, counselingv^and serving as case aides. However, it becanie 
increasingly apparent to us that our voluntary services were going 
to reach only a fraction of those in need. 

We also were able to identify mapy unmet needs among those we 
serve. And- so in the early 1970's, the association moved toward a 
program of advocacy on behalf of children. As a first step in this 
move toward advcK:acy a study was" conducted' that was conducted 
in -214 communities acrpss th^^ United States by junior league vol- ^ 
/unteers. A compilation of 70 of these surveys' revealed an urgent, 
' nearc^ to reform the foster Care ^system, to strengthen' family Hie,, 
a^ to provide a sense of permanency for children, » j. ■ 
, ^ With . techni<:ull assistance from the association, individual 
leagues engaged in a variety of activities ranging from the dev^i<>p- 
ment of parenting courses and educational campaigns on child 
' abuse to urging, and successfully securing, the ^passage of subsi- 
dized adgjikion programs *and foster cafe review. systems. The Cali- 
for^lffnS^e; for instance, supported the Family Protection Act 
that'Jeanette Dunckei describesin her testimony. And' I am happy^ 
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•to 9ay. the. Ijlew Jersey State Public AflEair$ Committee is actively .* 
suppoiling thfe legi;siatioflL to^provide emergency- assistan<» to fami- 
.. Comiriission^r Kline mentibfted today. .Thi^ has be^n iden-- 

^i??J ^ ^ primary need because our 'advocates saw. that many 
children werie being unnecessarily placed because there were^no 
«■ emergen^cy fuiid& td;pay. the rehl or put ofi the he&t again when it- . 
.^^ was cut off. . ' • * ' . " 

Oui; advocate became increasii^ly aWa^' that ,maii^ of their 
activities were hampered by Federal fiscal policies that encouraged* 
family breakup -by, providing easy access to- .foster care funds but 
' , Pi^viding httJe or no funding, for preventative programs that would 
help families to -reoaain iegether. There were suso no Federai funds • 
available to encourage adoption of children wiUi special/needs. 

The' growing a^renesg of the need, for tjhange at the Federal 
level led the delegaties to the. association'^ 1978 jahnual inference 
. .. to vote that the association should "advocate tfl see that opportuni- 
ties and services 'essential for the opti&al physical, mentcdi and 
. social growth of children are provided." ' - •• ' 

. This winter the association s board moved to fulfQl this mandate 
by voting support of legislation in chad welfare reform and child 
health and establishing a legislative ^twork to secure passage of 
legislation in these areas. • • 

To date 56 mnior -leagues in various parts of the coimtiy and 
four State- public affairs coipmittees have joined this network. 

Specifically, in the area of child welfare, we believe that any 
effective leg^atipn must provide for: ' ' v • ' 

Title IV-B of t'he^ Social Security Act as an entiiflement program - 
at .its full authorization of $266 million. ; 
Procedural safeguards for children in foster care. * 
Services to help families stay together as well "as servi5te to 
reunify families onceiplacement has been made, or if teumlffiitiorr. 
is not possible, the, terpjination of parental ties and the (^Siblish-v 
, ment of permanency 'through adoption. 

; A strorig subsidized adoption program th^it will provide sufasidira 
and continue medicaid for childrwi with special heeds until the 
child is at least 18 years old. 

We believe that it is e^ntial that IV-B be made an entitlement • 
to allo\y 'states to plan programs carefully and to allow advocates 
to monitor the implementation of refoms. Our .experiences as ad- 
vocates in the community have convinced us that States and local- 
ities will, not plan ahead unless they can be assured that moneys 
will be available for new programs. We can att.est to the difficulty 
of trying to monitor legislation and/programs thnt tirr .drrrlnnrd in - 

, response to'last-mtnute Congressional appropFiations. -t^b* 
Making IV~B an entitlement program with the allocations tied 
to certain conditions mandated by reform legislation of the -type 
under consideration by this subcomjnittee- would assist greatly in 
ending abuse in the foster care system. It is, of course, important 

' that new Federal moneys not be allowed to displace State and local . 
e^cpenditures for child welfare. ' "* ' . 

, We are certain that the changes we support will cause a signjft- ,. 
cant drop in foster care roles without, the need to resort to the ' 

> policy setting 'precedent of capping AFVC foster funds. We are 
pleased at the recommendations on the budget .made by "your sub- 
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committee ear-iier in 'tlvis sessibrt.pf Congress and commend you for 
your leadership and d^icalion to developing legisiation that wilt , 
provide better lives for some of our cou^tt^ry s most foi^otten and 
neglected fhiidreji* - j - " " . ^ . 

. The first league* to join our legislative network vv'as the Junior 
League of Wilmington, Del ' Its • experiences with the children in 
placement project in New Castle County have convinced its mem- 
bers of th^ great need for the type of legislation tha't we are. 
endorsing. We haye asked Jane Erisman to. give some highlights of 
her league's experiences. I want to thank you again for this oppor- 
tunity to appear before you and to pledge the association's support 
of your efforts, . ,■ 

* [An attachment to the«tattmient/ollo«?srJ . - , , 

Statkmknt ok JicANKiTK Dunckkl, Membkk, Juniok Lkaguk OK Saist FkancIs^o 

I'he TifU»cn California Junior Leagues have a long hifitory of ix^yolvement in Hirect 
, service project^! c&si^ied tp strengthen the family and^ireveht unnecessary foster 
care placement. Many of the«e projects have bc»gun as a ri*sponse to the problem of 
child abuse and have ^own to respond to the needs of families in stress. Thctie 
L^agui's wt?re ^unable t(\ 9^nd a representative today hut would like to jshare with 
yoii some of their personal experiences. ; ' . - ' j 

,The Oakland/ P:ast gay Junior League responded /irsk to the need-s of abused 
children by establishing the Children s Trauma tenter. Abiised children -are re- 
ferred for treatment by local hoBpitab, and family n^iembers have available4<i».them 
Kroup and iftdividual counseling and support from a parent aide. One Junior League 
volunteer pfffcnt aide, has maintained her connection for tour years. >vith^ a women 
who oridnally referred herself to the Center for atfusmg her two year old. This 
voluntet^r believei> that if that mother had not had the Onter she would not have 
survivcKi as a perton. Four years later she is working and vwnting a book about her 
experiences The abused child has been adopted by her foster hinuly and a sevpnd 
child l)orn shortly af^r tU referral to the Center is thriving m the etire of her- 

jmother* ^ * i 

From this projei't and a sul^HJUB^ht county-wide assessment/ the Oakland/East 
Bay league saw the need .for po«itu^ interventions for families with problems. They, 
found a general lack of services forvchildrcM and families,^ The U^ague establuMhed 
the Family Stress Center in Contra Cxxsta County last year, where support tor 
families is'curreritly available through parent education classics, and on the drawing 
boiird are plans to offer family therapy, counseling, respite cure, and n' pa n*nt aide 
and hoTpemaker brogram. Thu goaLis to reach families before their problems reach 
i th<lp<Mnt at which u bhild has to be removiKi from the family. " ^ ' 

" Ik l^nf) the^California legishUure. with the active sup|X)rt of eight Junior U^agues. 
piLsAed Senate Bill :^0. the Family Prqt^vtion ACcL This act provided lor a demonstra- 
tion \prf)jfcs:t 6f four yeam.invplvinKsiate and county fmancial c(x)pi«ration to address 
the folTowinK problems as tboy relatlkto abused and neglected y^ildren: 

I Liick of sufficient early inteJ^tion to assist natural fcuVents experiencing 
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mu>\ crises. ' J i 1 1 r ti- u i 

2. Abs^Mice of objective stiuidaml^or removing a child from Mjs horpe.j 
Ini^dequaielv^fil c^junsei foin>i*rents and children.' ■ / 
\ 4 f^tfk of structured ciLs*» pli/nninK for chiUirew. ' 
\ San NL'itiH) County was chi>s<Mi as One of two participatitigJcountJes in tlu^ project. 
aVui the folUfwin^ family support siTvrces have b<H»n deve^^p^-d to facihta» tamely 
riWnincatiQu: in-hooie caretaker, homemaker respite aire, emergency housing, 
min^nt supm)rt groups, lef?ai representation for P.RA.- children, faiujiy therapy. 
emVrgencv medical care and dia^ioijis. Members of ban Prancisco and Palo Alto 
.niriior Iveagm>s were instrdmental' m establishing, and contmue to si-rvc op.- the 
MonVoring/Kva^uation Committee for the p!l)ject , ^ 

Ahfi Utt<i. a Palo Alttt U>ague member, Kiu^ this t^^ say about i^er experiences 

^'^'TlS'higL^^ oflh^. Family Prnt*H:tion Act is that chiS^mn are no longer 
b^Mng lost i7i IhiffecTof faster care. Administrative and court views have bt^n 
estabiished. Contracts are nigned and commitments are made bynhe family to help 
the chila and all the family meml)ers; 1 have K<H.ni that socuil service, agencjes can 
enter "h fWilv bi^-ause of the problems of one child and, if preventive and reunifica- 
tion siervlx'^ are available, move from there tosvard h«lping the tanuly to co^h.* m a 




whole. Through, the PaiSeht Support Groups I Ktye come, to know a womai) who wag ' 
reported for the neglect of her seven mbmh old baby* THe'^child was malnQuri*hed 
and, was the size of a normal three nijontlii oid^This^womia was ji^olation, 
unablf to;;o«ra.,for hcn^if, let alo^ Mr baby and two j6!d«ir children. S^a^Mras 
relying on ah alcohotic nuijb^nd recently releaBed^rom jail to relieve - her in her 
chiidH:aring duties. Service have be<pn given this family to nUow the mother to end 
her isolation. Oncf dhild has^b«en placed tem{>prarily in foftUir care; ^tbe-haby and the 
other child remain at ^pnie. The ^mother is learning iKk:ial skIlk» how to care for 
ht^rself and her children, .h9>v t6 tlunk through sit^iatioais instead l^ irespondii^ to 
crises. The other mothers in^the Sup|X}^^urouo ^are banning to make iocial 
coiitacti with her, thus pi^ividing the sappo^t th^it m earlier tim^ "wasi provided by . 
the ea^tended family. The Family Protectioh Act is based on the prenuse that an 
abuaed or neglected child is b^ served by remaining with his family. Family unita, 
a« w^li as iadividual childreh ai^ being counseled' and strengthened- Tb^ single^ 
moat taQ^ble result of the F.P.^. is that the family support service are keeping 
childreh'but of iilstitutions and foster horned/' ' 
Compariitive statistics support Mrs. Latta's statement .jCynthia McKeaua, the 

jadmit\istt;ator oi' Children's Service in San Mateo County reports that the number 
o^ ctiildren in out of home placement in the county has gone from 637 in October, 
1977 to 427 irf February, 1979. Between Janu^. mS and. January, 1979 the foater 

'home population has decrease by 14% percent and the institutional popul^tCpn 

"ddcrdfi^ by 4Q percent T^ie^numb^r of older Children pla$:e<i under l^al guardi^- 
shii> of th^ir foster parents," and tjhe^efore no longer supervised by the jcvehile 
court, has increased oy 16% iii the same period. Mrs. McK^enna points oyt that 
these optionsnvere always available, but the dramatic change in numbers.is due to 
the xequireipent tovact wkiiin th& time limits for case review efit^b;^hed by the 
I'*3mily Protection Act. . ^ • "''^^ 

« Tbe^ iirt^'only two exMnpI^^of Junior league involvement with the deveIof>m^t 
of pfeveivtive service t^amilies and children in California. Experfex^^ such as . 

these are among r^asons.that eight Junior Leagues in Califomia have joined th6 • 
legislative network established by the ^4^6sdciat»6n of Junior Leagues to work for 
child welfare- reform. ' y ■ ' * . ' , 

" STATEMENT OF JANE E^^^^ OF 
WIOIINGTON/ING:, WILMINGTON, DEU 

. Ma. Erisman. I 9m pleased to Tiavf -the cpportuxiity to appear 

.before you today and to share with you a project, undertajcen by the 
Junior League of Wilmington. 

pur league has been actively involved in efforts for children 
since 1929, when we helped to found the Delaware School for Deaf 
Ciijildrfen, Through the yeai^ we helped to estabii^ or iinplement: 
A, service program for teenage unwed mothers that is now serving 
a^ ^a.,national model; centers offering diagnosis and guidance for 
development' of .children; , and the '*right to I'ead*' school volunteer 

.program. - . ■ ' ^.r. . * 

Some current efforts include a bimonthly child advocaty newslet- 
te^r, cooperation on the development of a parenting manual, ^ 
foster care legislative advocacy for our league's legidation that 
provide for a fpster care review system, as welPas a guardian ad 
iit€nn prt^tato, ^nd -a concern for children in placement project 
that is currently being concluded: ..." 

It is this last y^ndeavor I want to describe. The Junior League of 
Wilmington^^ asked fay a family court judge to hndertake this 

, study. The National Council of Juvenile Court - Judges' had spon- 
sored 12 initial projects which had proved very successful CIP is a 
review of the case records of children in foster care, for the purpose 
of screening put the^ cases needing immediate attention by juve- 
nile court judges. J ' • 
Thus far, 50 of our league's members have spent over 2,000 

-volunteer hours reviewing 650 childrep ifi New Castle County^. Del 



"We now hav^ preliminary findings based oft a statistically signifi- 
cant number of children. " ' 

I wish I could describe some actual cases to demonstrate the 
trauma many of these children suffer during their lives in foster 
cai-e. Hpwever, all CfP volunteers" have taken an oath of confiden- 
tiality which prohibits mydiscussing any individual cases. 

What I can offef, based on our preliminary statistics, is a very 
distressing computer, picture of the average child in foster care in 
New Castle County, Del. Since we have slightly more girls than- 
boys in care, we have named our average child Jenny. _ 

(lenhy entered ^are when»she was 5 years old, because she was 
lieglected. Her father was u^ik^own or not living with the- family. 
Her mother was between the ages of 26 and 40, unemployed, and 
emptidnally troubled. Jenny has^^ least .pne sibling also jaj/care, 
but not in the same home with Jenny. . . . ^ 

Jeptiy is. now. 10 years old and has spent over 7 year^ m foster 
care. She has mdyed on the average every '2^/2 years, which meaijis. 
she ha6 had to ac(just to fhree^different foster homes^ and families. , 
Statistically she will be moved 'agaitt within. >2 months' jtime. . 
' The initial placement goal for Jenny, was to return her to her 
own mother. The current placement gc^is permanent foster_Gac,e; 

The results of foster car6.for' Jenny? Jenny's relationship, if one i 
exists, with her biological family has beeh severely damaged by . 
years of living apart. , . . . / 

. Jeijny is experiencing foster care drift, which is- the aimless 
wandering fi-om foster cai-e home to, foster home. . . " ,., , 

Return to her own mother is improbable and it is/alsq unlikely 
that JehV will be free for adoption since she is now, a teenager 
and considered to be in the hard-to-adopt category,- . ' 

Jenny is never certain ^here she will spend ChristRvas or her 

birthday or" with whom. > ' • , r- r ^ ^ 

The prognosis for Jenny? Jenny will be released from foster car\^ 
in another 5 years when she is ISjand she will have- no place to gp. 
Jenny will. hav§ spent over 12 years in fc^r care and will have 
experienced five different foster homes and fafliilies. 

Because of Jenny and the children she represents,' the Junior . 
League of Wilmington desperately feels the need for a strong^Fed- 
efa] leadership to help these children in foster .care. Lobbying 
ex*periehce -with Delaware's General Assembly has taught. us that 
our St^te legislators look fiM to the- Federal Government for pro- 
cedural guidelines and availability of funds. in deciding thfe validity , 
of proposed legislative reform. , . 

For the aphievement of a permiment home for children in toster 
care there art? no Federal precedents which would Berve as mcen- . 
tives and models -for States. We need these procedural reforms to 
elimin^Ite foster care drift, to stop unnecessary and inappropriate 
placeiiiepts, and also to end the unnecessary years ^pent m toster 
care Whundreds of thousands of children,. 

We need Federal fiscal incentives for States to provide reunifica- 
iiolt of family services, progijems emphasizing the prevention 
rather than crisis intervention, review, and tracking systems, and ^ 
adoption -s'ubsidies. In particular we need title IV-B as entitlement 
- so -that State legislators -cin plan- -properly and . advocates can 
demand necessary services. . . 



With your interest and support wie kno^ we can helpiJenijy, wh 
is really all the children in footer, care tod^^ and tdmoirbw. . 
Thank you for yaur time and attehti - ^ r ^ ^ 

[The prepared ^taten^nt follows:] / ^ ^ . ' . 

STATisiWKNt OF Jank BRi^Miw;' Mi^SKK. JUNIOR Lkagu^xxt WiLlOriGTX)N^?3r!, ? : . 
: \ . Wilmington, DitL. 

I'm pleased tp Siave the opportunity to appear^^fore you today and W ehaj^ vrith 

Vbu the pre" 
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you the preliminary findings o£ a ptt^i undertaic^^'by the Junior L^we of 
Wilmington. • ^ ^ ;^ 

Our League has been involved in efforts for^ children «moe 1929, vyhen we were 



inntrumental in helping to found the l^lawaire Sclloorjbr 
' project have included: (1) (^perat4ng in thcf^&'tatiliahmenC oT D:AiP,I. (Delaware 
Adolescent Program, Inc.f« a comprei^msive' program of aervi^ to teenage unwed 
mpthers that is now «ervlng as a natiomir modei; (2) jielping to sponsor the Child 
Guidance Center; (3) ewppprting the establishment qf the Child Dia^outic and 
Development Center of Delawace; and 14) helping to implement the ^'Ri2^> to R^^" 
School Volunteer program. \^ ' * 

Highlights of our current pmjects include: (1) the bi-monthly pubiiciattoh of ^ 
. Child Advocacy Newsletter; (2) the development of a Parenting Manual, in coopera- 
tion with Che Wilmington Medical Center, aimed at new^pax^nt^ of leseer reading 
ability and education; (3) working for ti>e introduction and pasaage of, b^^^^ative 
proposals our League has researched and :wfitt(^n, dicing with a citi^n review 
system for foster children, md h guardian ad litem pro|^am;*aQd the'condusion of a 
CJP. (Concern for Children in Placement) pit>j , . 

V It is this last endeavor, C.I.P., that I' wish to d^rlbje. 'Die^ Junior League of 
Wilmington was apprpached by one of our Family Court judges in the fdJ of 1977,* 

♦ and was ask^ tg undertake this project. The National CoUncil of Juvenile Court 
Judgies had suon^dred. twelve initial projects ^^yhich^liad proved very sucoessiuL C;LP. 
is si ^review of the case, records of children iii 'fiae^r 'care, for the purpqee ofscreening 

, out those cases needing immediate attention by juvenile court judges^ Our particu- 
lar project reviewed the cose records of the Division of Sociid Services, our mandat- 
ed service-providiilg akency for fos^r care children. 

.* Fifty of our Leagues members have now spent-over 2,000 volunteer hours review- 
ing a tbtal of 650 children in New Castle County, Delaware^ We began, by compiling 
a master list of the c|^Ildren currently, in foster care in our county, ^rtnce the 
Division of Social Services didn't have, and still does not have, such a recorti. 

The.,|4nding8 4n each case are recorded oh a <romptiter form, using number 
instead of the child's ham^. Delaware is donating the p^isonnel and the time 
to give ifs computer statistics. We now have prelimihai^y findings, based* oh *a 
statistically slgnificaiit number »f children, which we hope will sefve to convince 
our legklatQrs in Delaware i>f.the heed tor reforms* in ou'i*iitate's foster care system. 

I truly Wiili J ijould describe some actiial histories to demonstrate the trauma 
many of these children suffer during their iives. in foster care. However; all Cf.P, 
volunteers have taken ah oath of cxsnfidentiality which prohibits my dis<Hissing 
ij;5iividual case*. ' . , 

What I can offer, based on our preliminary statistics, is a very distressing comput- 
er-picture of the average child in foster ear^ijL^ew Castle County, Delaware, Our 
present findings show slightly more girls tKfin bob« iit care, so we have n^imed our 
average child *Jsnny^' * ' 




L Age upon eritering care: f>.8 years, 

2. Reason for entering oaje: Neglect. . * , 

3. Father: Unknown, or not living with farViity. ^ 

4. Mother: Between 26-40 years of age; unemployed, emotioneJiy troubled. 

5. Sibling^: -At least ont brother/sister, also placed in c#ire, but riot in the same 
foster home with Jenny-. 

6. Services offered to mother: A variety, but she either did not take advantage of 
thein^ or discontinued them, possibly due to a transportation problem or the inap- 
propriateness of the servicers available, ' " 

_ 7. M^qther's visits with Jennys Rangir^ from inire<i^uent to no contact ^ / ^ _ _^ 

"8. I^urrent age of Jehny; T^.u years. ^ " ' ----- • - 

9. Y^ars Jenny has spimt in foiiter care; 7 2 yeafs. 



•V^.V:,,, ■■ ^ ■■- ' ' '318- ■ - 

lO; Number of n^v^ by ^Jonny in 
. had to adjust to 3\diiTerent homes and famihes. ^tiitistically, sne wm oe muv^ 

again in 2 montlm' time. % v ^ 

11 Initial' placement goiU: Return to bwn ir^^^ • . ; 

12. Cun^nt plac^nient ^oi^i: Perraanent.^^si^ • 

" ^ . i . , . HEStlLTS , ■ / . ^ r 

M Jenny's relationship, if one existi, with her bioiogical family tu#,been severely . 
■ '^rlly'i'^e^^dS^ ^"'^^'•^"^ from foBter 

' ^fj^nnyls^i^lfrJia"^^^^ «P«''nd Christmas or her birthday, or with 

whom- ^ ' - / ■ - ■ ** . * 

\ " PRCXiNOSlS 

1 S^iky will be released fro«TSb«t«r ciare at age 18 for "independent living". , 

'/■ Ipnnv will hav« spent over 12 5*ars in foster care, . 

f JenS S K experienced 5<iifferent foeter horp^ and famiii^. t 

services, programs emphas.wig -the ^pment,^^^^ 'Articular, we need Title 
^W^^^ t^S^'^^^^^Prt^rly and a^v^te« ^ 

"^^tlf yotfrTte^S^S^*^^^^^^ know we can h^p Jenny, who is really all the 
children in fo&ter care t^a^, and tomorrow. 
Thank' yo^ y^"^ ^^^^ ^^^^^^^^^^"* 

Mr Gorman I have just one comment. You know someday we 
wilf hav2 a fam on the rfoor of the House ^"^"f^, "J^^f^Pjl^JI ^ 
" to understand what we are Uilkmg about today. The People 

Sein thS S and sitting at this table understand the com- 

Sfi^^^ ^^^^ 

""ms Orr Mr Chairman, I wanted to say that .the purpose of our 
' legislative network is to do just that. And you were ^^"f .^jjough to 
to after our president and the chairman of th^ . Child 
Adv^-^y a,mmftt^ w/ot^ to you pledging our support. We have 

• ^^Sed that letter to all our network members. ^S^e are urjing 
?if our network members to contact all their Congressmen^ana all 
fe^SenatoS and tell them the story of the many Jennys that our 

• u^mipVnemWiiave discovered , . 

X S/SIM^ sincerely the tremendous amount of 

wo^k thn^ goneTnto.what all of you -^^^^gjjf ^^f ,Ct U 
'm«ke sure the decisionmakers here on ^the Hiii hear .^do^i ii, 
Mr Rampfl I Sve no questions, Mr. Chairman. -It xs just hard 
for^me ^) Sfc4 that witf all these State legislator, demanding 



that we balance the budget;' tHere is so little being doiie in this' 
area. ^ ' - \ ■ " / • ^ , ^ y ':■ 

jQf course it is very difficult get votas here on the Hiii. There 
. are some powerful otganiaations that have ^ better handle on the 
members th an we do. As the chairman pointed' out, you cannot^ N 
really explain this on the floor of the House when it is time to A^ote ' 
it up or down.^ We don't have the ability oji this cojnmittee to 
compete with the Armed iServic^ Committee. And that is the long ' > 
and short* of xi> 

Ms, Oh&. I think the thing we' need Qiost in the Association of . 
Jimior Leagues is help from this subcommittee. And if you will let 
: us know how we can help, I think wex can be of tielp. We ^wiU 
. certainly do our best \. " , ! ' '^ v ^ ' 

Mr. Rakgkl. I think the staff can give you the last rollcali vote V ' 
we Jiave had in the House on this matter. . ^ - ^ / \\ ^ 

Ms. Orr, ThariH you- ' ' 

Mr.^CoRjWLfiN. Th3mikyo|i all very ^m ' ^"^^ ^^^ 

' Our next witness |s &verly Sandere/ director, special services ^ft^^ ^ 
children; New York City Department of Social Service^, ■ — 

STATEMENT OP- PEVERLY SANDERS, DIRECTOR SPECIAL 
SERVICES FOR CHILDREN, NEW YORK CITY DEPAI^ENT 
OfiF SOCIAL SERVICES / / < ^ 

Ms. SANDiais. I will summarise the testimony ! h^ye submitted. * ^ > 
Mr. Rangeu The full t^timony will appear in the record. >v ' 7 

Ms. Sanders. Mr. Chairman and xiistiiigiiished membera, of the • , ' v: * 
"subcommittee staff, ladi^ and gentlemen, J am particularly ^ate- / V 
fill for this opportunity to t^tify^ before you -and to express , my * . ' ; 
views cdncfeming legislation on foster care adoption that is current- < * 
• ly under .donsideration by your subcommittee. ^ ■ ^ / 

I am also v^ry pleased that the distinguished. New -Ypr^k City 
eongressperson is aole to be available at th&vvery late hour • s . "^^"-^ . 

•In New York" Cit^^^ Special Services for Cluldren, within the ; 
Human .>'R<?fe^rces Administration, is the ageijcy r^'ponsible for ' ■ ' --^ 
providing^ an array of services, including protective services,* pre- 
ventive services, fostef care, and^ adoption tp thousands of children v 
and their families. As assistant commissioner, witi] the resppnsi|iil- 
ityi of administering this program, I am charged by State law with v; 
,the primary\f^ponsibilit^ for the' investigation and provision of ^' * 
Interventive protective services in cas^ involving suspected child ^ 
abuse and nfeglect. My agency j^eceives over 25,000 reports of such * " 
^ abuse ^and neglect annually. I also have legal r^ponsibility for " 
providing pare and maintenai^ice for 22J300 children ^who* have been 
placed^in foster care. . ^ . ^ . 

I would like to talk a little bit about the problems of fc^teTv care. ^ V 
Until recently, the, numbers of children receiving foster, c^re seryr 
ice^ in New York City had b€¥?^ steadily increasing, from 14^182 - - 

. children in. 1950 to about 24,832 in 1977. This figure has recently:^ / 
drppped to about 22,000 children. ' . • ' ] 

f What is more .important than the' numbers, I think, are the - ^ K 
Ckaracteristics of the children coming into care. 

We are witnessing a startling phenomenon in the child welfare. , 1^ 
^tem in New York City today. This' system of services has tradi- . . 
tionally cared for the younger, relatively untroubled, dependent, . * 

^ 45-883 O r . 79 - 22 ' . * , . " , ■ - 
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and neglected children. Now a large number of children coming , 
into care are - over 12 ye^rs of age. About 25 percent of the total, - 
from all age groujp, are emotionally disturbed, mentally retarded, 
physioaily handicapped or constitute a management problem in 
terms of their behavior. The proiedlion^ arfii-that the number ot 
>such problem children will continue to increj^.v , 

1' should add that these, trends in foster'care seen m ^Mew YOJ-K 
City are >ot indigenous to the city, but are characteristics of the • 
.problem on a national basis. ' ^ , \u a- 

The ultimate goal of aocial ^rvicea agencies should be the provi- 
sion of necessary services to prevent a child fr^m entering foster 

■^^When, however, a child has to be removed from His home.. I 
: think- that it should be a temporary removal. . * 

' The service objective, once a child enters care, shouId.,be perm«- . 
nency. And by permanency, I mean either the speedy jeturn of 
that child to his natur^il family or where that return.of the child tp 
his natural home is inappropriate, that air efforts should be made 
to have the child adopted. Studies have shown that the longer a 
chil^ remains in foster care, the -longer he remains in foster, care. It 
is a self-perpetuating sort of circle. If ^ou bring the child m and 
remove the child very quickly, you have some hope, of reuniting . 
Him with the family. V you leave that child in fox 2 or 3 or 4 years, - 
your chances of reunification are almost zero. . . • 1 

The mekri average for year§-an foster cafe for New York iLity 
children, is now 5 years. And I consider that to be just aii outra- 
geously long pei-iod of time. And that is, I thmk, as most people 
know with a lot of information systems in place and a lot of 
accountability, with court reviews, with everything we can thmk 
of hxmve still have children in care for 5 years. - - . ' 

Forchildren who are entering care at a. Very early 'age, the 
average time is almost 7 years. . . ' r u-i-j 

Mr RA'NGEL. You talk about the : change m the type of child 
being cared for. Are these children going into foster care or are 
th^y just coming ihto the system? , ^ / ' . 

Ms Sanders. -They are coming into the foster-care system, 1 hat 
is one of the major confusions and one of the problems, you see, 
that child welfare and foster care is spi;ead over so many diiterent 
systems. You have, for instance, a mentally retarded chiW that ^ 
now coming into my field offices for placement who maybe. 5 or 8- 
years ago would.have gone to mental retaliation semces for plac^ 
ment afid probably would ^ave ended up St WilioWbrook. Hut there 
k no Wiilowbrook now. There is a deinstitutionalization of all the 
large State facilities that previously dealj with mentally handi- 
capped children. There was no concurrent planmng to put any- 
thinTeise in place simultaneously to P^<>^l«^\^f^^'^f 
chiilren. you see, so they.hecame the ^^spdnsibihty of the f^ter- 
r-ire svstem So tlie foster-care system m New York City, in an 
attempt to adapt-and We are the placembnt of last tfesort, has had 
to develop programs which I feel have been the responsibility of 
■ other systems. ^Fhe other systems have not developed them rapid y 
■ SSugh. in other v^ords. So we, have found ourselves with severely 
r retarded children, physically handicapped children and psychotic 



children, in addition to child^ea with just minimal emotional kinds 
of problems. ' „ ^ _ v 

, Mr, RanqkL Well, once ybu pla<^ them do you provii^e support- 
ive sei:vice^in the home? . ^ a ' 

Ms. Sanders. Yes. Once we place the child in'fostier fiare ask, 
Congressman, do we provide service to the home as well, to^he 
family? - ^ ' ' \ ■ ' ' ' . 

Mr. IIangeu Yes, for th(^ who have severe handicaps. 

MS. Sanders. Well the \my it goes is most of our services in 
New York City are purchased service from voluntary" child-care 
agencies. And part of the responsibility ^of that voluntary chiid-care, 
agency is to provide the service to the child and care and work 
with the fatoily to reunite that child and family. This sometimes - 
works better in some places than it does in others. Itis not^as> 
coordinated as' it, could and should be, I do not believe. I flunk tfiat 
one of the rfeasons we are seeing a really long and excessive period 
qf time of care. Congressman Rai^el, is that that connection is not 
made as solidly as it should be. • 

Mr. Rangkl. You imply that yoii are receiving mqre than you 
can- handle, in that these children should be placed someplace else. 
Where would they be placed if not in f<»ter care, Ms. Sai\dqrs,'if 
the family is broken up? , ' ' 

Ms, Sanders. If the family is broken up and it is pnmanly a 
faipily centered problem, it is absolutely Uie responsibility of " the 
fosterK^re system..! am taking about the place, where you have. a- 
family that is intact The" family infiy^have three or fpur children 
in that- family and one of those children is' psychotic and has been 
'in aridvqut of mental institutions for many, ma^y years and is no 
longer in need of acute care in a niental hospital. t?e is no longer 
in need of a mental h<^pi,tal but the family- cannot contain that 
child in their home, B^t there is a family. Arid the family does not 
have, a major pi*oblem. Now the child is the one who has the m^'pr 
pfobiein. When the, chiid has a major problem of that sort, I think 
that probably one of the other syiste.ins,-..the mental health system, 
should, have responsibility ..for- providing;, services for that child. 
That is really what I am saying. . . 
■ Vi/ell, in additiori "to . the length of time of placement that is of 
major concern to me^ It is, a question of the appropriateness of the 
placement. There, have been, many studies done, including one 
- called "Foster Care Needs and Alternatives to Placement" that 
found that iHparly - 20 percent of the children in, care were inappro- 
priately placed in that 8 percent should have been in their own 
homes and never should, have cofne into care in the first place, ^nd 
12 percent should have beeij placed for adoption. , 

Other studies have, shown that children are placed in iristStutibns 
but should be in foster boarding homes. Conversely, thet^ are 
children in foster boarding homes who .should be iii residential 
treatment centers getting a very sophisticated kjnd of service. 
. So the placement process is not as good as it should he. 

On funding issues, I think the itnost immediate issue which is of 
ov^riding importance is the existing system of funding for. foster 
care, . , , 



Mr. Rangel. Cpuld you go back to the smaller congregate iivirig 
facilities and group homes? Some of thos6 have beei^ subject to the 
criticiam today that there is*uppc^edly no need for^^ 

Ms. Sanders. I have something I think rather ^peofi^ toward the 
en^j of my testimony, but I am obviously not in agffeei|n0nt with ' 
that/ In New. York City we do have within my agency H series of 
programs that we call **direct child c^re/V which provide adoption 
services, fester twarding in homes, group homes in residierices, and 
small residential treatment centers in the city of New York and 
,not outside its boundaries. I think that is extremely important. 
. Mn Rangel: Are they licensed? ; 

Ms. Sanders.. Of course they^^re licensed, but they are not paid 
for by the Federal Government. That is our major problem. We are 
not getting that kind of participation. ^ 

Mr/I\ANGEL. Whv was Catholic Charities so uptight about the 
licensing provisions/ \ . - 

Ms, S^rfTDSB*^ I think they were talking about another State. I ^ 
-»^^W«tfif^really^^ that; I just h^ard that briefly. In New York 
City we absolutely are licensed. You have heard other people testi- ^ 
fying here whoihave said we should stick with voluntary agencies 
exclusivaiy in t|pms pf providing services because the public s^tQr 
services costn»re. ' 

Well^/^tieof the^reasQ.ns they cost more is because we are using 
tax l^<?ySTioney ahd State money match as oppdsed to the usual 
Federal participation that the voluntary sectors can draw dovra. 
And I think that is unfair. And I think we need publicly operated 
agencies where we have complete control over what goes on in 
those progtaips, where it cannot be a refusal, of the agency to 
acceptj^the child for whatever reason, and' where in. New York City, 
anyway, all of our programs are in the communities and are small 
There is a real' problem with placing children veryv very far from 
their homes if you expect to ever reunite that, qhild and his family, 
. Mr. Rangel. Thank you- ^ . " ^ , 

Ms. SaWders. Back ta funding, as you know, foster care is funded 
through a number of different provisions of the Social Security Act. 
Under section 40& of the S<Kriai f Security Act, Federal financial 
participatioi) is available x)nly for maintenance, which is defined as 
the provision of shelter and board, Th6 eligibility criteria is the 
same as that for AFDC, with an additional requirement that there 
'be a judicSbl , determination to the effect thai continuation in his 
own home would be against the child's best interest. 

The eligibility requirements for AFDC are cumbersome and re- 
strictive. By limiting federal reimbursement to those who are 
AFDC eligible. States are in fact penalized for providing foster care 
tJTintact families vvho might have to avail themselves of this. serv- 
ice. 

I think it should be noted that foster care services are not 
mandated ' by Federal law. What money is available for services 
falls under title XX of the Social Security Act. Although the States 
have been given latitude in how they can spend their money, the 
reality is that there has been virtually no money allocated for new, 

programs* , , , ^ " - , 

Most of the title XX funds have been earmarked for services that 
have previously been funded under title IV- A of the Social Secu^ 



rity Act In New ¥brk City over 6Q percent of title XX funds are 
expended for day care services. The fundii^ system for fester, care 
is fragmented, cumbersome and costs a gpeat deal of money tq 
administer. When one considers ^he timie and effort that ia expend- 
ed in meeting recjuirements fir^t for FFP under section 408 and 
then for title XX, and thai considering me<ficaid eligibility and tJie 
requirements under the present parent locator provisions of the 
Scicial Security Act, iy--Dr it is apparent £hat too much time is 
spent on peiperwork and not enough on jiroviding the necessary 
services tQ cjiiftlren and their faxnili^; And. tfaafe is a very^seriot^: ^ 

'issue. • ■ /; 

I have a number pf recommendations that I would like to make 
to the committee/ 1 read quickly a number of the biUs you have 
before you dealing with foster care. 
The first recommendation is full funding 'for title TV-B. There is 

. in existence a method to help fundLthe necessary footer care serv- 
ices. Title ri^B of the Social Security. Act is specdficMly designated 
for child^;i¥effare sei^ices. However, whilifetitle IV-B has an author- 
isation <n$26bSm no mor^ than $50 million has been appro- 
priated. ^ 

I am happy to that both H.R. 1523 and H.R. 1291 provide for 
full funding for title IV-B and that this section of the- Social 
Security Act will now became an entitlement. - 

Second, *on preventive service, one of the positive- features of 
both H.K. 1523 and 1291 is that the money available from the full 
funding of title IV-B will be available for services aimed at both 
preventing the need for foster care placement and at returning^ 
home as quickly as pc^ibie children, who must enter care. 

As I stated previously, our ultimate objective should be providing 
.services to children, and families in order to prevent foster care. 
The demonstration preventive, services programs which were con- , 
-ducted in New York^^tate and which were, evaluate by the phild 
Welfare league, of America sliowed that, intensive service could, in 
fact, prevent many children from coming into foster care'^as well as 
considerably shorten the period of time that a child spends in care. 

Nearly TO percent of those children in the demonstration pro- 
grams Who were at risk were preveiited from coming into care. 

Furthermore, nearly 50 percent of the children in^the demonstra- 
tion programs who were in foster care were returned home by the 
projects' end when intensive services were provided. 

The cost for providing preventive services' in New York is ap- 
proximately $2,300 per child p^r year,. The average cc^t of foster 
care in New York i? about' $8,900 per child. The actual cc^t de- 
pends on the type of Care j)rdvided. Institutional care can cc^t 
between $15,^)00 and $25,000 per child per year. 
' When you add on the medicaid and edu^cation " 

Mr. Rangel- Did you hear the testimony of the witness from 
New Jersey? , - 
, Ms. Sanders. I was not here for that: 

Mr. Rangel. She indicated that preventive care "was more cc^tly 
than the foster home" care because of the basic needs of the families 
and because there was a wide gap tetween the basic grajit system »^ 
in ?Jew Jersey and Ne^ York. But she was saying that money was 
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a large f'actor in causing -children to be placed in foster homes and 
^ that it should be' considered as a part of preventative- services. 
Ms. Sanders. In. other, words, having a guaranteed annual 

income? . • . ' ^ „ . 

Mr Rangel. I guess that is what she was trymg to say. But 

• obviously she had not too persuasive with the New Jersey 

Ms.- Sanders. I thinl| from ever5rthing we have looked at in New 
York City, Congressman, preventative services do work. I mean, • 
,sure, it is easier to raise children if you have more money than it 
^ ' you haveless m6fi^y. But a lot of people in this country histoncaliy 
have raised children and theii; families with very, very littie money 
but they have not ha(j the kind of frustrations perhaps you have m 
New York City, wl/ch make it doubly difficult. But I think there 
can be*support that can kee^) that family together. And that is 
about the only hope we have. \ ,j, -.^ 

Mr. Rangel. Are you saying that there are new childhood emo- 
tional disturbances or are we saying that, they have just, been 
identified? I mean h'andicapped children are handicapped children. 

Ms. Sai*ders. Yes, as far as handicapped children—— ■ 

Mr R/kNGEL. And the emotionally disturbed and emotionally 
retarded. Do we have more of these children th^n we used to? 

Ms Sanders. We don'fhave anymore than we used to have, but 
they are showing up in different places. You are seeing them m 
foster care You used to not see them too much because* they were 
in nice big institutions and were tucked away somewhere where 

■ you did not have to notice them. It is the same child but a different 

Mr. Rangel. Thank you. " ;^ " . v 

Ms Sanders. Another thing I would like toTecommend is the 
elimination ^f the requirement for a judicial determination m vol- 

untary placements. - , . , ' j n _ * 

Because of the desire to receive Federal maintenance dollars, 
. States are being forced to send' their AFDC-FC income eligible 

■ voluntary placements through the courts. Tljis process is an unnec- 
essary' charade as. the court generally approves what has already 
been agreed to. (In New York City nearly half the placements are 
voluntary and the court approves over 95 percent of thern.) 

. Courts that should be dealing with adoptions, case j-eviews abuse 

• and neglect and juvenile delinquents are unnecessarily bogged 
'down with voluntary placements. And social workers, who should 
be out working with families to prevent placement or limit its - 
duration are farced to spend time in coi!»t to attest to a . voluntary 
-placement thaT, W definition, would have happened without the 

" court's invoivenierit. . , , ,i ' « n 

The wasted cost to the, court is significant in real dollars as well ( 
as fime that could be better;spent. Even mote striking is the Cost^m 
caseworkers' time. We did a time and motion study and found that 
our workers are spending 40 percent of their time iir court, 25 
percent on eligibility determination and* only Ab percent m direct 

' .service delivery. Of this SB percent almost one-third is spent m 

• preparing reports, one-third on traveltime to visit clients, leaving 
• one-third of their "service" time or approximately 11 percent- of 

their overall time for actual counseling and services. 
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•I am therefore happy to ^:that both H.R. 1291 and H.R.' 1528 
provide for the elimination of this unnecessary provision. 
^ In terms of funding for publicly operated facilities that was 
mentioned previously, we strongly support this component of the 
bill, ' 

In the area of adoption subsidies, adoption is one method of 
aj-taining permanency for a child and one method of adding in 
adoptions is to provide a sub^ifiy to prospective adoptive parents 
who would not otherwise be aWe t<f- financially provide for a child. 
Adoption subsidy is a program that 4S States now employ. We in 
New York can attest to the fact that providing subsidies has great- 
ly assisted in gettiiig children adopted. Here again it siiould be 
notad that this program is cost-effective, since th^ subsidy payment 
is far below the average cost of foster care. ... , 

For example, in New York City it costs an average of $8,900 per 
ye&r to keep a child in foster care. The same chUd adopted with 
subsidy, cost us approximately $2,500 a year. 

Currently, no Federal money is available for adoption- subsidies. 
Both H.R. 1291 and H.R: 1523 provide foi* Federal reimburserhent 
for these payments. H.R. 1523, however, provides that payments 
may be made under certain circumstances until a child is 21 ye^js^ 
of age.- 

We would support this approach as it is in keeping with cujrrent 
New York State policy on subsidy as well as with the provisions for 
faster care payn?ents. / 

While I wholeheartedly support Federal reimbursement for adop- 
tion subsidies, I also strongly feel that there needs to be a provision 
for continued medicaid eligibility for children adopted with a prior 
diagnosed, handicapped condition. In New York State, we now pro- 
vide a maintenance as well as a medifial subsidy— not federally 
reimbursfed— for handicapped children. We find that this is essen- 
tial to getting these children adopted. 

Handicapf&i children require more th^ just medical services. 
They often require special "services, such as a horaemaker, special 
schooling and other nonmedical services. Unless the Federal adop- 
■ tion. subsidy program provides this type of flexibility-, then I predict 
that many severely handicapped children will not be adopted. 
• I stfongly urge the committee to consider adding continued med- 
icaid eligibility to a flexible adoption subsidy program. 

Members of the subcommittee, I again would like jjto thank you ■ 
for this opportunity to speak today. There is no. one who would 
'argue that the foster care system is not, in need of reform. As the 
head of We largest child welfare agency in the country I can attest 
to the fact that there are serious problems in the way these serv- 
ices are provided. Congress has had a long and respected tradition 
Qf concern for our most precious resource, our children. In this 
year, whfch has been designated as the International Year of the 
Child, I would strongly urge¥hat we take whatever steps necessary 
to ins^I'e that all children receive the benefits that th^y deserve. 
Thank you very much. ^ 
[The prepared statemeut follows.], 



StXtkmi£Nt of Bevkkly SANDia<s, Dikkctor; Spkcial S^rvics;^ FOM C2iXJUliU;N, 
Ni:w YoKx City Dkpahtmknt of Social Skkvicks 

Mr, Chairman, distinguLshed members of the Sub-Com^nittee^ staft'» ladies and 
gentlemen, I am particularly grateful for this opportunity to testify before you and 
to expresti my views concerning legislation on foster care and adoption that is ' 
currently under comiideration^ your Sub-Committ^. ^ . 

In New York City, Special Servicaj for Childre^ within tlie HumaD Resourcetj 
Administration, is the agency responsible for providinj| an array ^f ser^c^, includ- 
ing nrotoctive services, preventive services, foster care aiad adoptioiv^^^^housands of 
children and their families. As Assistant Cbmmis^sioner, with the r^pomubility of ' 
administering Special Services for Children, I am changed by *ti^te law with the 
primary responsibility .for the investigation and provision of interventive protective 
services, in cases, inyolving, suspected child abuse ^anrf.wgl^^t; My Agea^ 
over 25,000 reports of alleged abuse and neglect ahnually*"th a<Jditioh: Fniive tliSf'^*^^ 
l«ga! r*?sponsibility for providing care and maintenance for 22,000 cKUdren who 
have been placed in foster care. . 

DEFINITION 

For purpo*ies of my testimony I will define foet^r care as: "assessing the need for, 
arranging for and providing for placement of, and services to igdividuals under the • 
age of 18 (under 21 rn cases of children in foster care prior to ip in a foster home or 
appropriate group care facility as a result of either a judicial determination to the ^ 
elTect that continuation of care in a child's own hom6 would be contrary to the 
welfare of jiuch child or at the request of the parent or legal guardian". (NfiVf^YVrk 
State Title XX Social Services Plan. i978). ^ ^ 

^ ' TliE FiiUi^IJ::MS OK f-HJ^^TER C'AHli: 

Until recently, the numbers of childroti receiving foster care services iu New York 
City had been steadily increasing (14,182 children were in care in 1950" and 24,822 , 
were in care at the beginning of 1,97.7. This figure had dropped to 2^,83^ children in - 
care on 1/1/79. What is even more important are the changes in the typ<« and 
. characteristics of children coming into care. - 

We are witnessing a startling phenomenon in the child welfare system in New 
York City today. This system of services has traditionally cared for the younger, 
relatively untroubled, dependent and neglected children of. our city. In 1960, .5,585 A 
children in placement were 12 yeafs of age or older. At the beginning of 1979 thJil 
figure had risen to 12,400 children. Moreover, about 25 percent of the total from all 
age groups are emotionally disturbed, mentally retarded, physically handicapped tx 
Constitute a management problem in terms of their behavior. The projections are 
that the number of such children will l:ontinue to increase. 

*I should add that these trendi^ in foster care are not indigenous to just New York 
City but are characteristic of^the problems that ail states and localities face. 

Ihe ultimate goal of social services agencies should be the provision of necessary 
services to^ prevent a child from entering foster care. However, there will be situa- 
tions where removal of child' from his natural home will Ix^ necessarS^. I^et me 
stiUe at thin time that I strongl^^ believe that footer care should be a temporary plan r 
for a child. The service objective, Once a child enters care, should be permanency 
and by permanency \ liiean either the spei?dy return of the child to his natural 
family or wli/w^^ retu/n of the child to his natural home is inappropriate, all efforts 
should be made to have the child adopts. Studies have shown that the longer a 
child remains in fovst^r care. the less likely it is that permanency can be attained. 
The mean average for /ears in foster careibr New York City children is 5 years. \ 
consider this to be an outrageously long p^iod of time. ^ 

Not only is the problem one of children remaining in foster care for excessive 
periods of time, it is akwi a question of the appropriateness of the placement. A 
study done for the New York Suite BoaVd of Social Welfare (Foster (^re Needs and 
Alter nativt*s to Placement — A Projection for lU7r>-}f^'>) found that nearly 20 per- 
cent of the children in tare were inappropriately placed in that 8 percent should 
have been in their own homes and 12 f>erccnt should have bot*n placwi for adoption. 

The study also noted that there were children currently residing in institutional 
settings who would better btv served in Hmaller congregate living facilities such as 
group homes. In addition.^ie study found that there were children currently in 
fester care who suffer froin^ts^b'^rious physical handicaps or severe or. profound 
retardation or brain danuig^j ^^^^^ ^^^^'V ^'^1^ rcn^uire lifetirne care. The study states?, , 
"they do not belong in the foster care system, at least as it is prescMitly defiped, 
since these children cannot be brought to'even a minimum level of functioning, with 
known methods of treatment, by the time they reach adulthood*'. 
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FUNDING ISaUS^ 

. The moAl iminediat^ ksue, that of overriding important i$ the exiaUxig gyetem of 
funding for foBter cAre. ■ " ■ ' 

Currently, foster care is funded through a number of different provisions of tha 
Social Security Act. Under Section 40S of the Social Security? Act„FederaI Financial 
Participation (FFP) is available only for maintenance, which iii defined ^ the 
provision of shelter and board. The eligihility criteria is tl^ same m that for Aid for 
Dependent Children (APDC) with,an,iidditionaI requirement that there be a judicial 
determination to the eiTect that continuation in his own hdme would he against the 
child's beet inter^ts. J 

The eligibility requiretoenta for AFDC are cuinbersOTie and reatricti^: By limit- 
ing federal reimbursement to thoee who are AFDC eligible, states i are, fact, 
..p^^naiized fi^r prp^ intact families who might have to avail 

^hemselvas of this service. ■ 

I think it should be noted that foe^r care services are not mandated by federal . 
law. What money is available for services falls under Title, XX of the Social Security 
Act. Although the stat^ ha^e been given latitude in how they can spend their 
fAoney, U^e reality is that there has been virtually no money allocated for liiew 
^programs, . * • jf 

Most of the Title XX funds have been earmarked for services that had previ<Hisly 
been funded under Title IV A of the Social Security Act <In New York over 60 
percent of Title XX funds are expended for day care service). ^ 

The funding system for foster c^re is fragmented, cumbersome and costs a great 
deal of money to , administer. When one considers thp time and eHbrt that is 
expended in meeting requirenienta fu:^ for FFP under Section 408 and then for 
Title XX, and then consider medicaid eligibility and the remiirementa under the 
parent locator proyisioins of the Social Security Act ^Section TV D), it is apparent 
that too much time is spent on paperwork and not enough on providing the nece«-' 
sary service to children ands their famili^. 

Furthermore, as every child in foster care is eligible foi: medicaid, the real cost of 
, these services are far greater than just the Section 408 and Title XX expenditures. 
(The total Child Welfare Budget for fmisl year 1979 for iny agency is approxir(jately 
*a28 million); 

RECOMMENmTIONS ' 

I understand ^at this subcommittee has before it a number of Jbills dealing with 
footer care. I would like to offer some comments and make some recommencSitions 
for changes in the faster care S|«tem.tlmt I stisongly hope will l?e favorably ^consid- 
ered by this sub-committee. ^ _ ^- v 

(I) Full-Funding for Title /V^— There is in exj^itefiWra method to help fund the 
necessary foster ciare service. Title IVB of the Social Security Act is specifically/ 
designated for child welfare service. Hdwever, while title IVB has ah authorisation 
of $266 million, no more than $50 million has been appropriated. 

I am happy to see that both M.R. 1523 and H.R. 1^1 provide for full funding for 
Title IVB and that this section of the Social Security Act will now. become an 
entitlement. ' ^ 

{2} PreOeritive Services— One of the positive, feature^ of both H.Ri 1523 and H.R. 
1291 is that the raonay available from the full funding of Title IVB will av^Iable 
for services ^imed at both preventing the need for foster care placement and at 
returning home as quickly as possible children who must enter care. 

As I stated previously, our ultimate objective should be providing services to 
children and families in order to prevent foster care. The demonstration preventive 
services prc^ams which were conducted in New York State and which y^re evalu- 
ated by the Child Welfaf^ League of America showed that intensive service could, in 
fact, prevent many children from coming into footer care as well as conifiderably 
shorten the period of time that a child spends in care. Nearly'70 percent, of tho^e 
children in the demonst;ration programs Avho were at risk were prevented from 
coming into care. Furthermore, nearly 50 percent of the children in the demonstra- 
tion programs who were in foster care were returned home by the projects' end 
when intensive services were provided. The types of services, that wece pnjvided to 
both parents and children ranged from fiounseiihg, maiica.I and psychiatric service, 
and housing and financial assistance to educational and vocational training. Provid- 
ing services to prevent the need for and to shorteh the length of time a child ^ 
remains in foster care is not only beneficial from a social point pf view but is also 
cost effective. The cost for providing preventive services in New York is apjSroxi- 
mately $2,3CK)/chird/year. . ^ 



the average cost uf foster care in New York is about §8,900 per^child. The actual 
co«t depends on the type elf - care provided. Inatit4itional care €bh coBt between 
$15,000 and> $2r>,000/child/year, (The latter figure is for re^dentiai treatment ceiv 
tei*s), Care pfwided in a group home costs about . $13.500/chjld/year, and care 
provided in a foster family cmi^ about $o,dOO/child/year/ When the costs of medic- 
aid and special ecjucation are added, then one can see that s<irvic^ aimed at, 
keeping Children out of the fostei* care system will bo less costly in the Jong run. 
'A^ the^ild Welfare League of- America's evaulation of the demonstration pre- 
ventive seVvices* programs showed; ^ 

If as large a portion of the children in the experimental group, as in the control 
gfoup, had been in foster care at the project^i end,' the cosi^ of care#for the addition* 
a1 children until their discharge 3.1^ years^ter woujd amount to furti^er ex|)endi« 
ture of $1.8 million.. ' * 

It should be noted that the demonstration prc^ams *vere provided in \>n\y a few 
areas of the State and to no more than CKK) children. Obviously if th^ie services 
were' tb be provided to more children on a State-wide basis, the savings involved 
would be far greater. ' ' . 

{\]) ElitninatiQff of the Requirement for a Judicial Determination ihs^Voluntary 
PlacerfientJ—'&^iUiie of the desire to receive federal maintenance? dollars, states are 
being forced it send their AFDC-FC ipcom^ eligible voluntary placements through 
the courts. "This process is an unnece^ry dmradt,* as the a)urt generally' , appro vefi 
what has already been agreed to Un New York City, nearly half tlj^ placemenls are 
voluntary and the court approves over 95 pertjent qf tbemit ■ 

Courts that should be dealing with/adoptions, case reviews, abuse and neglect and 
juvenile delinquentii ate unnecelearily bogged down with voluntary placements. 
And social workers, who should be* out working with families to prevent placement 
or limit its duration are forced to s^nd time in CQMrt to attest to a voluntary 
placement that, by definition, would^ave happened without the 'conrt^s involve- 
ment. The wasted cost to the courf is significant in real dollars as.well'Os time that 
could be better spient. Even more striking is the cost in ciiseworkers time. W€j did a 
time md motion study and fpy«d that our workers are spending 40 percent of their 
t'mre m court, 25 percent on eiij^bility determinati6n and only 35 percent in direct 
service delivery < Of this .15 percent, almost one-third is spent in preparing reports, 
oncvthird on travel time to visit dients, leavi^ig one-third of tHeir '^service" time or 
approximately 11 percent of their overall time, for actual counseling and serviced. 

I am therefore? happVto see that both H.R. ,12iU' and; H.R. 1523 provide for. the 
elimination of this unnecessary provision. Furthermore, these bills create additional 
safeguards in' that Social Ser\'ice districijs must dejnonstrate that preventive services 
were offered to thf^ family priQr to a voluntary placement. 

(4) Funding for Publicly Operated Fat 1 1 it ie^ Another provision of both of these 
bills which I strotigly support is that one which will now provide for federal 
' financial participation for i'mUn' care provided in "a publicly operated child care 
insUtutiort which services no more than 25 resident children''. 

Currently, if I, iis the C\)mmj^sioner of a public ligency, wanted tb operate a group 
home for 10 children 1 could not get any federal reimbursement under. Section 408 
, Iwe do, m fact, operate some group homes and residential" treatment centen^ fpr 

k which we get no federal money). If we ai:e serious aboult deinstitutionalization of 
children, this provision for federal /unding of small community based public facili- 
ties is essential. 

This proposed amendment to Section 408 will correct what ! have long considered 
to be a gross discrimination against publicly operated services for childr£>h. ' 

(5) Adoption Su Ik^ id iea—Adopi^on is one method of attaining permanency for a 
child and one meth{>d of aiding in adoptions is to pi^vide a sufeidy to prospective 
adoptive^ parentis who would not otherwise be i^ble to Hnancially provide for a child. 
Adaption subsidy is a program that 4^^ states 'now employ. We i^v New York can 
attest to the fact that providing sulxsidies has greatly assisted u\ getting childrt^ 
adopted! Here again it should be noted that this program is cOst-efTective as tffe 
subsidy payment is far below the average cost of foster care, P'or example, New 
York City it ^sts lin average of $H,\)OQ per year to keep 'a child in foster care. The 
Siune child adopted with subsidy, cost us approximaU^ly $2,r)00/year. 

Currently no federal money is available for adoption subsidies. Both H.R, 1291 
and H.R: 1523 provide for ftxleral reimbursemi^ for thes€> payments. H.R. 152.*?, 
however, provides that payments may be made ^imSer certain circumst^mces ^untiL a 
•chiki^H 21 years of age, - ^/ i ^> . 

We would support this approach (is it is in keepmg with curfent New York vStiite 
fK)licy on sub.sidy aB vVoll its with the^provisions for, foster care payments. 



mnU I wholeheartadily i^pport federal mimbursenmt for ikdoi^on subwdm, I 
also^strongly feel that th^re needs to be a provision for continued mediciud eligbii- • 
ity for children adopted with a prior diagnoaed handicapped condition. In New York 
Stat^, we now-|m>vide a raaintenance aft well ag a medical nubsidy (not federally 
reimbursed) for handicapped chHdrenu We find that thi» i» ©tiwntial to getting \he^ 
children adopts. ^ . - . •«« 

Handicapped children require more than ju»t medical jiervic^. They often require • 
special tervic?^, such as a.homdmaker» special schooling and other non medical 
servicee. Uiil«ia the federal adoption subaidy program provides this type of flexibil- 
ity, then I predict that many severely handicapped children will not be adopted, 

I strongly urge the Coromittae to dondder addmg icontinued medicaid eligibility to 
H flexible adggtion subsidy program. , \. 

Uttnb^t% Wthi Bub<>bnimitt«er I mm >*tould Uk^ to tbank you Jc^-.this opportur - 
nity to speak today. There is no one wno would argue that ti^ foster care system is 
not in need of reform. As the he^ of the largest child welfare agency in the country 
i can atti^t to the fact that there are serious probiema in, the way these servi<»s are 
provided', Congrees has had a long and respected tradition of concern for our moat 
precious resource, our cliildren; In titis year, which has been designated aii^the 
International Ye^r of the Child, I would strongly utige that we take whatever steps 
that are necesmry to insure that all children receive the benefits that tl^y deserve. 

Thsmk you very much. , , ^ 

Mr, Rangrl. Thank vou.- We have no qui^tioHs, 
Our last witness is Dr, S. N^man Sherry, Ck>minittee on Adop- 
tion and Dependent Gare, American Academy .of Pediatrics. 

STATEMENT OF S. NOKMAN SHERfiY, M,D„ COMMltTEE ON 
ADOPTION AND DEPENDENT CARE, AMERICAN ACADEMY OF 
PEDIATRICS 

Dr/SHESRV. Mr. Chairman, I feel as if I am the final guest at a 
dinner party and it is 1 a.m. and everybody is tired and wanting to 
leave 

Mr! Gorman. Well, Dr. Sherry, we are "probably not as tired as 
some of these youngsters who are mo^ed from house to Jhouse. So 
your time is our time. . , . i t 

Dr. SheeRy. You are very nice. I have had the^ day off here. 

With your permission I would like my full statement entered 

into the record. ■ I 

Mr. Gorman. Without t)bjection. . V — . 

Dr. Sherry. I shall b? very, very brief I shall not read my 

statenient 

I am Norman Sherry and am a physician and practicing pediatri- 
cian whose main interest has been in the areas of emotional prob- 
lems and the social welfare of children. I am testifying today on 
behalf of the American Academy of Pediatrics, an international 
association of 20,000 pediatricians who advocate care for the health 
of children. 

We support H.R. 1291. And I have three short comments. 

I think the important issue's for us as pediatricians are: First, 
that optimal medical care for all children be written in at every 
level that you can. I mean for the chilet- in foster family care, i 
mean for the child with special needs and children at every level.' 

I think tKat the timing of the dispositional hearing at 18 months 
is late. I wouliHtke to say two words about that. 

I am sure you are both familiar with Fanshel s study, which 
showed that after 5 years, of the 624 children in foster care only 4 
perdent were adopted and 5^ percent were discharged. But 36 per- 
cerf were still in foster care. One of every three children was still 
in foster care after 60 months. ^ 

■ ■ 3:i^ 
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Now, what does it mean to a child^and it is the timing of this I 
would like to make ci^ar— what does it mean for a child to remain 
in limlwToV^so long? For a XO-yearn^ld, 5 years iSihalf of his life' and 
it is most of his remembered life. This by definition is a ''tempo- 
rary one." 

Anna Freud speaks of a child's sense of time as very different 
from the adult's sense. I concur in that. When I make Kbspital 
roun^^ and I want to tell a child when hi^ mother is going to visit, 
if he is 3 years old, I do not say ^e is going to cpxpe by at 3 p.m. 
because he does not understand that. But I say after lunch, after 
your nap, and before Sesame Street sh^ w^ill come around, The kid 
can get a J^andle on that. Or if you want to t^ll a child about 
tomorrow, you say you will go to sleep mnd get up in the morning 
and have breakfast and then I will see you or yx>ur mother will see 
you. So their sense of time is different. 

Eighteen mcJ^ths is a very long time for that dispositional hear- ' 
ing. And I think you should consider that. ~ 

We feel subsidization in adoption now should be attached to a 
child for obvious reasons. V 

The only ©ther thing I woiild like to take up with you is that I 
^suggest the subsidy should continue past 18 years only when 
""needed. I think there is an infrequent time that it happens, but I 
think it does happen. I would like to just tell you about a child 
with cerebral palsy who had been in fosfer family care for 5 years. 
* The people wanted to adopt this child. The father had had a stroke, 
the foster father, and felt very identified with this child, They both 
had their paralysis on the same side. And we were all ready to 
subsidize but we were ready to sjubsidize only until age 18. And the 
natural children of the foster family said, you know, our folks are 
old. And adoption is adoption. If he becomes our brother, will we 
have to take care of him after they die? What if he is 18 and is still 
needy? ^ 

I suggest that you consider prolonging the adoption subsidy past 
age 18. 

Mr. Rangel. rfbw would that take care of that problem? 

Dr. Sherry, Well, it would take c^re of the medical care .of that 
child. If the subsidy were to go on, ail of the medical care .that 
child with his handicap needed would be handled by the subsidy 
that had been promised to the adopting fartiily early on. 

Mr. Gorman. Well, except the child at age 18 is going to be 
eligible for SSI and medicaid. There is no responsibility on the part 
of the parents and certainly not on the p^rt of any brothers and 
sisters for that adult. The only issue would be a matter of inheri- 
tance. If the child is adopted, he wHI inherit some of the estate, if 
there is one. But unless I am missing sbmi?thing, I cannot see 
where a disabled adult is going to get any more or less if we 
prolong the adoption subsidy. I will check with the staff and be 
sure I knew what I am talking about, but I believe that is so. 

Dr, Sherry. Mr. Chairman, I agree. T am the one who is missing 
something because it did not occur to me that SSI would pick up 
after age 18. You are absolutely right. , 

Mr. Rangel. Well, with that story where would it ever end? 

Dr. Sherry. At age 56. 



Can. J answer any questions as a pediatrician or a physician? I 
think you have had good advice so you may not need anymore from 
me. 

Mr". Gorman. Yes; if you would not mind staying a few minutes 
longer since Mr. RangeL promised to buy me dinner if we ac^ourned 
at 6 p.m. We have another 5 minutes to go. 

I wonder how many of the problems of children can be attributed 
to poor health during the prenatal stage to age 12? ' 

Dr. Sherry. We would cut way down on infection if aU children 
were imrauniised. And I think that is an easy thing to do. For the 
International Year of the Child one of the thmgs the pediatric 
group is doing is to say: Let's see if we can get W or 95 per<;«nt ' 
unmunization. That is fme an^ is an easy thing to measure so it is 
something people will do. 

On the other han«^, what people miss out on, most is the combina- 
tion of emotional and physical care, YoU get a physical exam ev^xy ' . 
year or every 6 months or 3 months and you get your shots and all 
kinds of things can be pppvented. But the most important thing we 
are not doing today is preventing emotional distress in childrien. 
And it is gomg to take a lot of training of pediatricians and child 
care workers and pediatric nui«e practitioners to get us to the 
point where we can help ^people in their usual contact with their 
physician, their regular cont^ in that area. ^ V 

Mr. Gorman. I did not mean that would be a substitute for the 
kinds of social s«T/ices< provided in this bill. I am thinking of it in 
Jn,.4ntirely different context. I aspire to add that population, ihe 
^prenalal to 12 age group, into the medicare system— without the 
.deductibles or co-payments— so that every child has equal access to 
the medical profession. ' . ' , ^ 

Now obviously that would not solve the problem of a deceased 
father oi" a mother whq loses her mind. These. are special problems 
that have to be addressed. ' , , •, 

Are there still birth defects among very poor people who have 
inadequate maternity care? Are there youngsters who, if they had 
good medical care the first 12 years of their life, would wind up 
being much healguer the rest of the^ir lives than if they did not 

have it at all? r-W . u x- u Av, 

Dr. Sherey. The answer xs, yes, with no h^itation for all ot those 
things. Certainly we can have vitamin deficiencies that can make a 
difference during the prenatal period. We can have vitamin defi- 
ciencies in the first 3 years of life that can have a long-term effect 
on a young person's health. . ' = 

Mr. Gorman. I understand there have teen some studies done 
about the time that a person needs periodic examination from 
birth to death. It is fairly often at first and then once a year and 
then every 5 years and less often as we get older. I think UCLA did 
some studies on this as a matter of fact. . j u 

As a pediatrician would you suggest a child ^ exammed by a 
competent physician frequently when he or she is younger and less 
frequently as he or she grows older? , ' , ' ^ ' 

Dr. Sherry. Yes; and I coufd write a schedule for you for that. 
On the other hand, some of those statistics are coming out of some 
of the prepaid grouM who have another interest, and that interest 
is not to have to give as much service. So I look at them, and I 



think— and I am not saying prepaid groups are not good. They are 
wogderful in .cert^n areas— but .when they start to cut back on 
services without reducing cost I am Buying, Mr. Chairman, ta the^ 
patient, I think we have to sometimes look at such statistics with a 
jaundiced eye. I would be shot down, by some of ihy colleagues for 
thai but luo believe that. 

Gorman. As I recollect, it is a practice more of pediatricians 
than iLny pther group of physicians ii^serve on a basis where you 
would Schedule the kind of care necessfei^. Assuming one has ade- 
quate $naiices, it is not a matter of difficulty but if one does 
not— ] \ >^ _ 

Dr. Sherry, Yes; or you could do it inexpensively. You could 
schedule it ■ ^ , ' 

Mr. Gorman. Isn't that a practice of many- pediatrician^ Some- 
time ago it was* ^ 

DjK Sherry. It continues to be. ' i 

Wc. Gorman. Wel^, we will be working on that and other con- 
cerns, 'too. Any other questions? 

Thank you very much. Your entire statement will appear in the 
record. 

[The prepared statement follows:] 

Statkmknt of S. NojiMAN Shekry« M.D., AmkkicaN Acaukmy ok Pediatrics 

Mr. Chairman and members -of the Committee, I am Norman Sherry.^ I am a 
physician, a practicing pediatrician, whi^se main Lntorests have been in the area of 
emotional problems and social .welfare of cWIdren. I am testifying today on behalf of 
the American Academy of Pediatrics, an international association of 20,000 pediatri- 
cians who advocate and care for the health and development of infants, children 
and adolesceijits. 

Since its establiishment in 1953, the Academy's Committee on Adoption and De- 
■ pendent Care haife been actively involved 'iind concerned with issues surrounding the 
adoptive process. For several years, the Academy has testified in both Houses of 
Congress in support of proposals to establish a National Adoption 'Information 
Exchange System, model adoption le^feIation» subsidization of adoption for children 
with special heeids and a system of 'advocacy for children in .foster care. Through 
passage, and enactment of Public Law 95-266, the Child Abuse Pre^pntion and 
Treatment and Adoption Reform Act of IS^" an important step has been taken 
toward developing model adoption legislation f^tlstaic^^nd, hopefully, est^lishing 
a National Information Exchange System, a r^sbofrnidfeich is desperately needed. 

We are here today in support of Pi.H. 1291, the "Adoption Subsidy and Child 
Welfare Reform Act of 1979/* a bill which would compliment past efforts in this 
iarea. H.R. 1291 represents a critical step in the effort to meet the needs of children 
who might be adopted or ^vho have already been adopted. It represents a real 
change from the deficit model of intervention characteristic of so much of our past 
effort. ■^ 

.While there are many different areas which must be addressed by any legislation 
focusing on foster care and adoption, as pediatricians we will focU& our remarks on 
health care, which we believe niust be an integral pant of the care of the child. 

Ia^I us first consider the c^ise of the child in foster care. Foster children comprise 
a population at high risk- At the time of placement, most of these children have had 
no constancy of physical and emotional care and little or no preventive medical 
care. One recent study revealed handica^xs tn 40 percent of the children monitored. 
Of these, If) percent had multiple handicaps, 3;i percent had various physical ills, 
l\venty per cent had not even been evaluated;' 

When the ability to parent br/c^aks down, the community mafgassume or accept 
the responsibility for a child's care through the mechanism of cSurt order and/or 
voluntary agroenient with natural parents. At this time we ^md that a majority of 
children in foster home placement are hot having their needs i\illy met. in many 
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ways, there is a seeming substitution of community n^ect for parental neglect. For 
ex£unple. in one state, 40 percent of foster children have hoalth problems and more 
than 25 percent have not had a reconimendwi treatment prc^ara implemented. 

We reo^niae that the health needs of the chUd will Sepend upon the type oi 
forter care being offered to him. just as the needs for an emergency, short-term, 
placement of a healthy child are yery different from those of a loflg'term placement 
of a handicapped child. However," the Academy's Committee on Adoption and De- 
pendent Care strongly recommends, as a minimum, the foilpwing guideline: 

The adequate provision for saf^uarding and promotmg the health of children m 
routine foster care should include periodic health supervision examinations, 9ppn> 
priate medical care for th6 iU chUd or child vvith special health problems, and 

dental care. ' ■ . . i 

We urce that foster famili^ having acc^ to adequate, continuing medicai^re 4 
for themselves and their chUdren should incorpomte their foster child ^mto their 
family health care system. By usmg the health services utilized by the foster tamily, 
the child would not be singled out for different treatment, and would b«»me a more 
integrated part of the family life. When this is not possiWe, basic medical services 
should be provided through the agency or other r^urces *?hose services are coordi- 
nated with a total plan f5r the child, thus providing contmuity of medical care. 

Health services for the child should include preplacement examinations (when 
tx5ssible) and periodic medical examinations for appraisal of the child s physical 
KTOwth and development, health sUtus, and the effect of emotional and social 
factors upon the child. These servit^ should include immunisations and administra- 
tion of routine diagnosUc laboratory procedure Ac«»rdingly, we urge that the 
regulations established according to Section 427 of ths bill require that such soecifi- 
cations for the child's" health care be included in the wntt«n mdividuahzed case 
plan as described in Section 427(6). r- j • ^.^^/o *.u« 

The requirements for dispositional hearings as specified in Section 427(8) ot the 
bill oro^^e a necessary vehicle for permanent placement ofthe child. We know that 
children in need of adoption may be held in foster care or m institutional care for 
inappropriate lengths of time, frequently drifting from setting to.aetUng, unabeto 
obtain even the rudiments of appropriate medical care Here ^a^- ^^^.^ jmd lo^l 
laws in this regard are so variable that medical care for the child both before and 
after placement is too often crisisK)riente4 and splintered. Too often, record keeping 
is minimal. The simple need to keep immunizations up to date is easily neglected. 
Lack ofcontinuity in me<fical care is only one of the many prdslems facing this 
group of children. Therefore, we recommend that the requirement as sp«;ified in- 
Section 427(8) for a dispositional hearing to be held "no later than 18 months after 
the original placement^ not become the standard or the minimum m practice, loo 
often in an effort. to protect everyone's rights, little else goes on. and the best, 
interests of the child become .lost in paperwork. Further, we believe that termina- 
tion of parentaK rights, where indicat^i^, ^hould not be delayed. ... . , 

Section 412 o^H.R. 1291 is of utmost importance if barnere to adoption are to be 
removed particvilarly for the physically or emotionally haiidicapped child, ChUdr^n 
*w^th 8™h -spedil needs" have, a tremendous need and little opportunity for early 
placement Tlweltra cost of medical care and education required by such children 
has often precluded adoption by couples otherwise- willing and eager to accept such 
a child into their famili^. The suc^ of such a sut^idization plan for children wiUi 
"soecial needs," however, will depend on the development oi a care plan for that, 
child This p5an should be included in the "adoption assistance agreement as 

' '^a'l'so mS Children with- "special needs," particu^rly those with ph>.iCal 
or mental handicaps, will continue to be dependent long after they reach the age of 
18 we strongly urge that, for those children, subsidy payments not be discontinued 
oncTthe chifd haTattained the age of 18. Further vve recommend that eligibility for 

' thini party assistance be vested with the child and th^t "neei^f the child as 
det^mihant for the amount of the adoption subsidy as stated in Section 41^aX2) be- 

"^h'ltSIet^-o^^^^^ for its .&^^.cy r^ T^^^^ji^ 

dren in deed df adoption and pledges its support in working toward the passage and 
implementation of this Act. 

Mr. CoRMAN. The subcommittee wili recess until 10 o'clock to- 
morrow mortiing in this room. We will meet in this room from 10 

?nrub€>r A R Foster Home Care' in Massachust^te ■ A Study of. Kc^ter Children-l^eir 
BiolS «nd FmLVFi^M. tommonwealth of Ma.8achui«,^ttiJ, Governors Cx>mmi8Bmn on 
Adoption and Dependent Care. 197H. 



until 3 o'clock with a very brief lunch break and will mark up our 
MIL If we do not conclude by3 o'clock, the subcommittee will move 
/So room'H^208 and conclude our markup there. Have the staff 
notify the members- v 

(>Vhereupoiirat 6 p.nt, Oje hearing was ac^^ 

[The following was submitted fpr the record:] 

AmKKICAN Pia)KBATiOK OF'LABOg 

. AND Ck5NGRBSs OK IwusTRiAL Organizations, 

Washington, RC, March m l^^S^ 

HoRv JaMKS & COKMAi^, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Assistance ami Unemployment, U.& House of 
Representatives, Washington, D.C - " ' 
Dear Ms, Chairman: The AFLrCIO commends you and the members of your 
subcommittee for your continuing efforts to improve upon and istreo^hen badly. 
, needed service prctoaras under Title XX of the Sodai Security Act. 
, The AFlrClQ views this program as providing a valuable and nectary frame- 
work for the provision of ^ential. supportive servi(^ to vulnerable people. We' 
realize that the difficult and delicate balance between federal, gtate and local 
governments in the planning, development and delivery of social services is an 
ongoing prpc^. Key to this process and indeed to the intent of Title XX is. 
providing the federal dollars with which to carry out the mandate of Title XX of 
expanding eligibility for essential services to the workinif poor. 

TITLE XX CEiLIXG 

We strongly support H,R- 2724. which will raise the ceiling on expenditures to 
$3.15 billion and provide for $200 million, earmarked for day care. Since ena^rtment 
of Title XX, the combined recession and inflation have severely decreased^ the 
purchasing >nower of th^ limited dollars it provided while at the same time 
increasing the need for social services. We understand that the vast mii^rity of 
states havQ/'eached their spending allotment and are being forced to cut back or 
limit the provision of life sustaining services to unattend^ or needy children as 
weU as aged, blind aJnL^isabied individual, ' 

The $2.5 billion ceil rngV imposed by the Congr^s in 1972 (along with temporary, 
minor increases) has beenVhe major impediment to the successful implementation 
of this program— inhibiting rational planning, eroding the quality of service and 
limiting their scope. We feellthe permanent increase to $3.15 billion provided for in 
H.R. 2724 is a luodest one/which must be adojited but will still only insure j^at 
services provided in mapy/^^ates are allowed to continue at their present level. We, 
therefore » urge that an traditional provision he adopted which will allow the ceiling 
to be adjusted to reflect increases in the c<^t of living in future years. 

We strongly object U> tne Administration's propc^l to provide only $2,9 billion for 
Title XX and disagreev^yi their claim that what amounts ^ a cutback is jiistified 
because '*other'* servifST^W'^n'^nis are expanding. Indeed, the early drai'ts of their 
Welfare Reform propolijF^ncludes a provision for oyer 700,000 jobs to be made 
available for weTJiare recipients and a requirement that the states provide "'employ- 
ment related supportive services and chiid-care*' for these people under their Title 
XX progrpms. We fail to see how !5uch a prc^ram expansion is to be achieved within 
the Administration's proposed budget .ceiling which requires cutting back fpn current 
services and -eliminating the $200 million earmarked for day cai^e at 100 percent 
federal funding by folding it under the ceiling where it will require a 25 percent 
state match. 

CEILINCJ TRAINING 

The AFL-CIO opposes the AdminLstration s proposal to severely limit training 
expenditures under Title XX. The federal role in the creation of a sufficient supply 
of workers who have adequate training is an absolute essential for the delivery of 
effective social service. Investments in social, educ?ation and health services require 
the interventiqp of professionals who actual^jr^rovide the service. If professionals 
are poorly trained and enlisted in in'adequalfe lumbers, the dollars spent on services 
are wasted. . 
We urge, therefore, that a ceiling not be imposed on training expenditures. If, 
' indeed, there is a denionstrated need to more tightly control and dir^ect resources 
provided for training, we sii^est that a state plan and individual prc^am approval 
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\>y the federal government be required. This would efTectivelycontroI expenditures 
and mov^ toward assuring quality progi*ams to achieve .training objectives. > 



SOCIAL SERVICES IN TERRITORIES * ' 

We HQpport the recommendation in the Administration's budget proposal and the 
subcommittee's proposal for a $16.1 million Title XX entitlement to be established 
for I^ierto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands and the Northern Marianas. 

CHILD WELFARE SERVlCliS j 

The AFL-CIO supports converting Title IV-B of the Social Security Act into an 
entitlement program ^vith an annud ceiling of $266 million. -^Although the Acfminis- 
tration proposes the entitlement at a ceiling of $26ti million, only $141 million has 
been budgeted for this program. We support the subcommittee's position which 
accepts the spending outlays projected by HEW for Title IV-B in fiscal *B0 but does 
so with the understanding that expenditures may exceed the ^urmillion, 4 

"We also ur^e that federal funds be made available in the AFDC program for 
adoption subsidies for hard to^place children and for children who are volimtarily 
placed into fostefcare. Special, emphasis should be placed on services to strengthen 
the home^ of vulnerable children, to return children ulaced in foster care to their 
homes when possible by oiTering supportive services, and when it is impossible to 
reunify the family, to make permanen^lans for tlie children, 

In ' conclusion, the AFL-CIO urgc^ you and your subcommittee to resist the 
pressures from those who would attempt to create an illusion of fiscal responsibility 
by imposing arbitrary budget ceilings and cutting back on prc^ams designed ics 
help the aged, disabled, poor and young children. • 
Sincerely. 

Kenneth Young, 
Direcion Department of legislation. 



American Federation ok State^ 
VCuuNTY AND Municipal Employees, 

^ ^ Washington, D C, March 27, im. / 

Hon James C. CoRUAN, - y 

Chairmaru Subcommittee on Public^Asaistance and Unemployment. U.S. House of 
Representatives. WQshinsfion. D,CL 

Dear Mr. Chairman: On behalf of the Americarv Federation- of State, County and 
Municipal Employees I am submitting the foil-owing views on the Social Security. 
Act's child welfare and social ^rvicfes progl-ams for the written record of the House 
Subcommittee bn f ubl ic^A^is tance and Unemployment Compensation, 

Title IV-B* chil^i*<Rare^^d Title XX general social services are long-time 
AFSCME concerns. Our unior^members are actively involved in every aspect of 
these programs. AP^JME, the%rgest union within the AFL-CIO, represents ap- 
proximately 100,000 caseworkers! irvcome maintenance personnel, clericals,, and 
ma% others wh6^ work in tlie nation's public assistance and social services pro- 
grams. ' ^ 

AI'^SCME members know— from first-hand experience— the tremendous hardships 
wrought , by poverty and deprivation. Tliey see daily the human toil of broken 
homes, neglected children, alcoholism, drug addiction and violence. 

We are heartened to see a growing consensus. that current approaches in child 
welfare are not .solving basic problems and need change. This new sensitivity is due, 
in large part, to the persistent efforts of the Public Assistance Subcommittee under 
your leadership, Jpnd . we* commend the Subcommittei* for the years of hard work it 
has devoted to tMe needs of the nation's children. 

Unfortunately, at the same* time policymakers are unde^nslUinding the need to 
redirect and expand sern^ice^ programs for children and^ their families, the Admmis- 
tratlon is proposing reductions in the federal commitmentHo Title XX social serv- 
ices, mar^y of which are directly related to child welfare conL-erns, 

This myopic approach does not make seni^. The nation cannot solve the problem^ 
of the disadvantaged by imiM-oving some programs at the price of cutting back 
others. 

Outlined below are a 5i>ries of propos^ils that we believe constitute a minimum 
responsible public policy. ^ 
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] ' ailLD WKU-'ASii: . . / 

\children need permanent, "secure settings for healthy growth. No expert in the 
fiVW diiJpuU^tiat, yet we have a child welfare system that does* not place enough 
emifJ^jaaia oh meaiures that encourage permanency for children. 

Asmiwejpus studio hai^i^ljil^wg, vast numbers of children are spending unnece*- 
sariiy longpStiiidgisi/^^ Those same studio document that the longer 

children remain mioeter care, tfit le4» likely they are to return to their £»*igiiial 
home setting. \ 

Some unnecessary 'foster care pldDements could be averted, if social services 
agenciaj had adequate resource for p^entive -service*. The counseling, day care, 
homemaker and oAer preventive . serViWjhat may keep children at home with 
their parents are ©ften unavailable becauseb€4S^^ r^ources. Overworked case- 
workers do not have tijg r^urpes or the timeytb-iwjpfamili^ alleviate the prtA- 
lems that originally lead to a cKild's. placement in foster'ts^re. - 

By the same token, agencies are failing to provide adequate services for chiidren 
already in foster care. They do not have the time to regulaH^^view the child's 
foster care status—a proven procedure that greatly increases th^\;hanc^ of either 
placing ^e child beck at home or in a pertnanent adoption situation\ 

Even,worse» children frequently^ shuttle from one foster care home to another 
because there is no one available to smooth out prdilems between th^hildren and 
their foster faiiiili^^. 

Title IV-B could be the vehicle ibr providing these servic^. But today Title IV-B . 
provides very little assistance relative to need and to the financial commitments of 
state governments. Congress has authorized $266 million for Title IV-B. Only $56.5^ 
million is currently appropriated- This is approximately 10 percent of total expendi^ 
tures nationvv^ide. 

^ Th4 appropriated sum is devoted mostly to foster care payments and not to 
preventive services . Changing this situation reqi^ires guaranteeing child welfare 

' agenciejs reliable and expanded federal support and encouraging a greater conxmit- 
m^t to preventive services. 

HLR. 1291, introduced by Representative Brodhead, and H.R 1523, by Representa- 
tive%iller, would accomplish both of these goals. 

Both bills convert Title IV-B into an entitlement program at $2^ million. Impor- 
tantly, the bills do not have a matching requirement for thiS/4id. I/istead, they 
include a maintenance of efTort provision that will pi^vent states from reducing 
t^eir own child welfare spending commitments snd guarantee that a real expansion 
occurs. They also appropriately require that Title IV-B funds must be used for 
services rather than income maintenance. This^too will guarantee greater emphasis 
on preventive services. 

Botli H.R..1291 and H.R.» 1523 make increased federal assistance dependent on 
state efforts to provide service alternatives to foster care. The bills, for instance* 

/mandate that no child will be placed in foster ckre unless services aimed at prevent- 
ing the need for placement have been provided or refused by the fafnily. Once the 
child is in care, the bills require periodic review of the child's situation and order a 
dispositional hearing within 18 months of placement. Th^ provisions, combined 
with a federal adoption sut^idy effort, will, w^ believe, help redude the numbers of 

. children in foster care situations. ( - 
« We strongly oppose the main alternative to limiting foster care ^ arrangements 
which has been advanced by the Administration; that is, placing a cap on Title IV- 
A foster care aid. As part of the AFDC program, federal foster care aid is an opem 
ended prograin meant to serve all vulnerable children who need to be removed from 
their homes. Some children do need to be in foster'care situations. An arbitrary cap 
may deny that care to children who need it. 

AF'SCMB does support, however, permitting Title IV- A reimbursement for volun- 
tary placements in foster care. This would reduce- tinnecessary tinUB and exf^nse 
involved in the judiciai determination requirement.' In tsddition, we beleive the 
Subcommittee should give favorable consideration to the provision in the DoWney 
bill which would allow reimbursement for children voluntarily^ placed before enact- 
ment of new legislation. We see no reason why thie federal government should 
discriminate against one group of children simply onl the basis of when they we^e 
placid in foster care. ^ 1 . , * ^ s 

- Finally, AFSCME supports proposed amendmt^nts tojmake Title IV-A funds avail- 
able for public group hornet serving 25 or. less'chiidreb. Eteing so would encourage 
public institutions to develop a wider variety of innovative foster care arrange- 
ments. Af^ME also strongly believes that public funtfc should be, used for service • 
that are publicly delivered. . * ' > 
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The expaxu>iQn of the child welfare prognmi for^een by H.R, 1291. and H.R 1523 
mil Help niuidreda of thousaad» of chiidren remain witk their naturai parenti or, if 
^ that is tiiot pos&ible/ fmd suitable adoptive parents uu% Congre^ must realize that 
the new child ^^elfare system t}y^ bills envision will place significant new demuhda ; 
On caiseworker^, Impiementing the promise of theie hilla denMnds a solid federal 
commitment. to advanced, insfervice training. - 
/ The training provision of Title IV.-S, Section 426, erbphasisses re^arch-oriented or 
special demonstration training projects that offer 'little immediate pr^^tical ben^Hf 
to the child welfare Workers who provide serVic^. As such it do^ not pieet ongoing 
, ittservice training needs. - * ^ . 

The federal government needs to make a stronger commitment to more prastlcal 
training aid. The Carter Administration, however^ is sugg^ting^what^amounts to a . . 
retreat frofQ federaj[ trainiiog aStffiatance in its proposals Title XX. 

.. . TrrtE XX ■' • . . . ' 

Since the inception of Title XX socia} service ^training money has been exem{it 
from the various cap^ that have limited the prc^am. But the Administration is 
» proposing to limit 'Htle XX training aid to an amount equal to 3 percent of the 
state's biisic Title XX allocation. ^ . . • ; 

/ The 3 percent cap will squeeze several large states that are already spendic^ 
more than 3 p>erceht of their Title XX allocation on training, States such as 
Connecticut, California, Pennsylvania,' New York and Minn^ota woQld be under 
fiscal pressure to reduce their training commitment at a time when child welfare 
V refor*n raaket; increased training a vital necessity. 

We strongly oppose any cap on Title XX training aid. What we do suppqrt is an 
overhaul. of the regulations that have guided Title XX training spending. Present 
fegulations linilt direct contmcta to educational institutions. Direct contracts cannot 
be made to the very groups that have the day-to-day experience delivering services ^ 
and that 'are most familiar with the practicalVealiti^ and application of service 
delivery, ynivers^es, in fact, ofi:en subcontract with tba^ organiz^ohs for their 
experti^ie. v ■ , ^ 

The near monopoly on social ~ service training b^ educational institutions*^ has 
produced training prc^ams^ that often far too geheral and li^rademic to be 
valuable^ to social service workers^ Numerous AFSCME members have attended 
these training sessions — and left di^tisfied. " , 

Workere, we believe, must be ^otiely ipvolyed in the development of training 
programs. Present rules that discriminate against unions and other non-educational 
in^tutions by means of dkcriminatory reimburliement procedures must be* 
changed. Thi^lre is nq reason^ for example, why non-educational institutions cannot 
be reimbursed for overhead costs .while educational ir^stitutions can be, or why 
educational' institutionsT can- adjust their charges so that they can provide their 25 
percent match in kind while non-educational in^itutions must pnjvide their 25 
percent match in cash. * . V 

. HEW, as a result of Representative Brodhead's leadership last vear, is pjeparing 
a revision of these regulations.* The' new regulations; however, nave been m the 
drafting process a^nce J uly, and 'We doubt that they will be.issued unle4» this panel- 
presses for immediate promulgation. ' ^ 
'■^ .Along with thej Title XX training cap, tHe Administration has proposed a freeze 
. on the overall Title XX. ceiling. Pr^ntly, Title XX funding consists of a basic $2.5 
' million entitlement, plus $2()Q miition in temporary funds clnd another $200 milliSn' 
specifically earmarked for child care. -> - V 

* Both the basic $2.5 billion and ^he temporary $200 million are distributed on a 
75/25 percent matching basis. The day «a.re sui?plement is available to the states;, 
without any matching requirement. V . ^ 

The Adminisfration proposes raising the permanent Title XX" ceiling from $2,5 to 
$2.9 billion. This propo*ial would provide* no increa^ to offset inflation. The freeze at 
$2.9 billion will force al least an 8 percent cut. • . _ 

We are' pleased, however, that the Administration appears to be backing away 
from its original proposal of ^'folding!* the child care supplement into the basic ' 
entitlement. Its original approach would have added to the states' fiscal burden mid 
reduced the.^deral government's commitment to child care. In order to obtain Title 
XX child care aid, states would have had to come up* with m^it^ng dollars on a 75- 
♦ 25 b^sis.) If they couldn't, »they would lose the cniid care fuMs tMy now rejceive. 
Other siates might .liave been able to "afford*' the day care rj^au^ing requirements 
but might have chosen to de-emphasize child care on their Title XX social services 
priority list. The result would have been fewer dollars spent on neteded child care 
assistance. s ' 



ERIC 



. • ^ ' 338 

A rc^^uctioii in Title XX so^al^irkes, specially child care, ironically, would 
undercut child welfare roforms aixned( at kefeping- children ouJ<-t5f^ter homes. 
. We urge this panel to reject the Adtmjoiatration s Title XX jjfropcxiak and adopt 
the approach outlined by-viur bill H.R. 2724. This bill rais^ the permanent ceiling 
to $3.15 biiUon, bujlds a t fi»rcent inflation factor into the ceiling ^nd retains the 
special status -for the $200 million in child care aid. -Given current inflationary 
pressures and the demand for social services evidenced by the fact that most if not 
all stiites are using air th^r Title XX fui^da, H.R. 2724 is, indeed, a tnodeat and 
reasonable proposal. . 
• Wi^^k thfe Subcommittee to act quickly and favorably on ^ur rm^mmeiidations. 
' On child welfare, the need for reform is well-documented. The federal govempient 
must assume its leadership responsibility and cle4ir.tlie way for services that will 
help children remain in Stable, permanent family care settings/- • , 

On Title XX, we C:k)ngrees to stop the Administratioi\'s ill-advised cutback 
proposals, s^iany of which will, ii\ effect, Aindermine the child /welfare reforijui'^ 
desperately iieeded. ' : ^ ; . * ' 

. Sincerely, ' . ^ " 

^ ' ..: i I Anthony P. CAKNKVALkv 

^» _ ' DirecU>r, Department of Legislatioru 



.StATEMKNT OK Hon. MaHIO BiaGG^ a RKPREiJENTAnVK IN C©NGKKSS fnOH THE 

• , ^ Statk of NkW Yokk * , . , • . ^ 

... * 

r am -pleased to be here today to discusS.H.R. 1 9 12,. legislation I has?e sponsored to 
amend titU?^X of the Social SecuHt}^ Act. My propoaial would reallocate Atnclaimed 
funds to tfcioae states which have overmatched their share of the federal appropri- 
ation. The tnoney would then be us4Ki to support seaior nutrition servii^es aimed at 
reducing or avoiding unnecessary ihstitutionalization. ^ 

My proposal is based on four premises: (1) there is a need; (2) it could be imple- 
mented without any further appropriations; & it could result in substantial. savings 
in our Medicare and Medicaid pro-ams and (4) it could help to fevers^ the tradi- 
V tional age bias against, the elderly by the pro-am. 

Twenty four of my coUeagi^ii4ii||jyoi^ne4 a^ cosponsors of H.R. 1912. 

Title Xa of the Social" Security Ac^Xithorizes social services tq those m need. 
Those^rvices include nutrition programs for "senior citizens, Title XX is a block 
grant program which makes fun^^ available 4o each state according to it^ share of 
the national population. The individual states file for reimbursements of 75 percent 
of the cost of social 'services. Once, reimbursed for its full share of the federal 
allotment, the state assumes 100 percent of the cost of farther services. Services 
pfferecTare determined at the -state and substate levels. 

Title XX nutrition programs serve the old and the popr in need of a meal. 32 
states offer nutrition for the Glderly programs, Various means tests are applied but" 
all recipients are low income. * \ , rr ^ i x 

As Chairman of the Subcommittee on Human St^p/ioes of the liouse belect Vom- 
niiUc^ on Aging, I am familiar with th§ Title XX program. In 1977 I conducted ax}^ 
oversight hearing on Title XX to determine its^impafft on, the elderly. Information 
gamed ffonf that hearing shoaid be considered a^ Title XX- is reauthorized this year. 

Evidence presented by the witnesses demonstrated tliat Title XX -was not serving 
the elderly as well a^ it should be. the subsequent i Civil Right^i. Report on Age 
Discrimination in federal programs confirmed thc^* allej^^tions. 

'That hearing and follow up research shows that some Title XX fUnds are unspent. 
PIstimates by the Department of Health, Mucation and Welfare reyeal that $40 
'million of the fiscal ve^ir 19.78 Tltle*XX funds is yet to be matched. Predictions are 
that as tnuich as milikin will go linclaimed. Money unclaimed is- unspent. 

At the. same time; aV Ipast ;n states have reached their 1978 ceiling. My bill would 
allo\Hiii<->^^»^a^<^^ to apply for a ahar^ of the . unclaimed $20 million. Each state's 
share would be determined by the original Title XX formula of state population 
ratips. Obviously, my bill would not be effective once ail states reach their share, 
which is expected' to happen over the next few years. ' 
■ In order to appreciate the significance :^of my proposal, one must realize the 
importance of $20 milHori^to the senior nutrition programs foi^^ elderly. ; 
' Currently, there are two federal programs which support senior nutrition pro- 
. grams' Title XX and Title UI C and D of the Older Americans 'Act, the Nutrition, for 
' the Elderly Program, the two programs are similar and intertwined. While todays 
' concern is Title XX only, Title XX nutrition, progracns cannot \^ properly discussed 
NHithout a look at the Title III Niltrition for the Hderly Program. 



339 



The net retiuit of my propotial would be to increase the number of meals by more 
than 20,000, five days a we^k for one year. This wbuid'help to ease the impact of 
cutbacks in the Title III pr^am resulting from inadequate funding 4br fliical year 

In fuical year 1978 the Title III program was funded at §250 milHon. Despite the 
fact that food costs rose by 12. percent last year and the eilgible clientele indreased 
by one half niillian sinc^ the ^tart of fiscal year 1978, the program is again funded 
at $250 million under a continuii^ r^iolution. Also devastating^ to -the Title III 
program is the fact that the National Home Delivered M^sls component, tirst 
authorized for 1979, is no?* funded at ail. Even if one figures the $4.5 million 
supplemental requested by the Administration for fiscal year 1979, the total of $254 • 
million falls $19 million sliort of the'^amotftit required to maintain the 1978 purc^as- ! 

*iiig power. <^ . . ' 

A separate factor likely to increase the need for nutrition services among the 
elderly is the adverse impact the neVv food stamp program has h^d on individuals. 
Accurate data by age has not yet been collected; libwever, in miy^home state of New 
york^ L4^ million people have had benefits reduced or elimuiated since March 1, 
1979. A substantial number of those people are believed to iie elderly. With food 
stamp benefits cut the:»e people are likely to look to nutrition prc^n^^ims as an 

' alternative. 

800,000 people are already waiting to participate in the various nutrition pro- 
grams The combihation of cutbacks in the existing Title III pfi^am and the new 
. food stamp program is bound toHincrease this number. . ^ #. 

A hearing I eonduet^HJ in 1977 on the Establishment of a National Meals'dil 
Wheels Program highlighted the value of nutrition services to the elderly. As much 
as 25 percent of the one million elderly in institutions are there due to inability to 
maintain a proper diet With Medicare and*^ Medicaid picking up the tab for these 
people we must cofiSider thQ difference between $26 per day for nursing iiome care 
and $2.75 per meal. The ^vings of dejnstitutiona Having these people or preventing 
further costly unnecessary institutionalization would be substantial. These are ex- 
actly the caaes my le^slation addresses. 

Title XX has tniditionally underserved the t^derly. The Civil Righhs Commission 
Report on Age Discrimination studied. in 10 f^eral programs, one/pf which was \ 
Title XX. I'he C^mmis^ion concluded that "age discrimination ^v^isted in each V 
program studied*' ^nd that ''persons over age 65 are con^sistently adversely affect- 
ed'*. By increasing services to tile elderly with the reallocated money, this pattern' 
|:ould. be changed. At thu same time, other Title XX programs would not be piJnal- • 
ized. ' . " ■ ; . . . . 

The real benefits of this proposal would- be reaped by the elderly. These^^hiors 
are among the mast vulnerable in our society; there are old, poor,, frail and some- 
times impaired. They cann6t provide' for themselves. Througli the current system 
we. overprovide for them by covering the high cost of unnecessiiry 
institutionalization or dndcrprovidt* fbr them by refusing them the* food they need to 
survive, W^ c^n no Ibngor afford to do so, either in terms of money or moral 
responsibility. What we must do is mnke programs ^u^h iis Title XX. already 
authc^lztHi and established, address the real ruHKis of our pjopuiation. 



^ ^ . . . , JkWISH CoMMlfNfTV CfNTKH, 

^ Cleveland Ikif^hts. Ohio. March J J. 

Mr. John Mahtin, » . ^ ' . ^ ^ ' t . 

Chief Con ri^i, House Ways arid Afearis Corn nut l^^t; 

Wasnin^Um, D.C - . > ; ; • t' 

Dkar Mr. Martin: PIciLse enter the following tcstirriony on our bc»half bc^fore the 
current ! louse Public AssisUuK'o Sub-Cbmniittt^e hearings?: ' 

As a prov'ider of Title XX Child Day Cure Si»rvic^.s who run tract with both the 
(Juyahoga and CJeauga County lUhio) IX^partments of Welfare, the Jewish Communi- 
Jty C-cmUfr !iiis Beeh a- dramatic- incfeai^e in thfe need for such s^*rviceH among the 
families which we s4?rvc..The rapid increase in the. percentage of families in which 
both |>ijrents art^ ejnploycHi,.couple<i with the e>w.'fllating ^ruml^r of oni^parent fami- 
lies, thrusts child dity care services into a category of escalating signincance. 

We have found that. day cure; particularly during the* non-school summer months, 
under the auspices of professional, .scKiaT s€»rvice provider, has b<x*n crucial in 
allowing qualifitHi fandpsjrto approach economic se'lf-sufficiency.' 

While we sup^wrt efrort^; aimed at opposing funding reductions in this itreiu we 
strongly advocate incre:u*ed appropriations to, at least, offse^t inflationary factors or. ' 
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nreferably, to •provide for the extemion of such services to additional eligible fami- 
lies who <^not he served under th^r current funding iiaai^tions/ • , j 
With r^i3ect to the general issue of Title XX legislafHui, we fully support thfe 
House Ways and Means Coramittee's recommendation that the funding ceiling be 
raised to $3.1 billion, while fuads ojntinuc^ to be specifically designated for day care 

-servlc^. ' • X - ■ 

...We join social service consumers and providers ii^ commending the Committee on 
'Wpowtive efforts in thtie areaS; . ^ 

Sincerely, ^ . , NAHSJaoN, 

. ^ ^ Director, Halle Park Cumping Services, . 



StATWtfKNT OF THE NaT'IONAL BtACK ChiU) DlCVKLOPMEm' INSTITUTE JINC, 

EvKtVN K. Moore, ExKCLmvK Dirkctor 

My name is Evelyn K. Moore and I am the Executive Director of the National 
Black Child Development Institute, Inc. 1 am pleased to have a^ opportunity to 
r^pond to this child welfare legislation that is before the 96th Congress. 

The National Black Child Development Institute is a non-profit national advocacy 
ofKanization which f«?cusai exclusively on Black children., Since its inception; the 
Institute has worked toward improving the quality of life for Black children through 
organizing and assisting conmiunity advocacy ^upe and njonitoring national, state 
and local legislation. We have active chapters i n Hl fc^ or cities acrofis the country, 
and are active in at least thirty-five other iocalitit^^ /V .\ 

Over the past eiffht years, we have tried to respond cxji^tructively to child weitare 
prop06U!6 in the areas of adoption, foster care «and child protection. We t^tifi^ at 
the hem-incs of the Subcommittee 5n Children and Youth on ^ The OpportumtSes for 
.Adoption Act of 1975^' (S. 1593), and later in December, 1975 at the fo^jter care 
hearings. In addition for the past seven years, we have conducted a national pro- 
gram in adoption advocacy. . , 4^ . r ' i • ' 

Our interests and concerns in foster care and adoption stem from our knowing 
that Black children in large numbers are caught up in child welfare, services that 
often do not meet their needs.< Although there are no. accurate statistics on the 
number pf children available for adoption Mn the United States, estimates range 
from 120,000 to 150,0(K) children. Of this number, approximately 40 lo 50 percent, 
are Black Compared to the placement* of white children. Black children are pla<^ 
^ a far liiwer rate. We beljeve this low rate of placement. is a direct result ^f ttie 
structure, I organization and orientation of the child welfare system. Moreover, 
untold nu$Tj>erK of Black children are in foster care. ' \ ' - , u 

Howevet we are greatly encouraged by the introduction of legislation wh^ch 
reflects a recognition of the inadequacies of the child welfare system. Moreover, the 
bills attempt to address these inadequacies by introducing the following provisions 

which' • " ' * ' 

^ ,1. increase support to st^jtes and local communities for the development of pro^ 

grams to reduce foster care placep^ents; , , • • j . - 

2. establish service programs to minimize the need ior temporary or indetermi- 
nate placements and a national pi^gram'to facilitate the adoption of iihildren in 
such indeterminate placements; * ' t - c ^ t 

3. improve dif^ process and accountability procedures for children m fmter place- 
menu, and for their parents; ^ ■ 

' " 4 establish improved auditing and accounting systems to prevent both the waste 
of federal monies arid the maintenance of children in mappropnate placements; 

5 eliminate inappropriate and complex.^iigibility requirements which prevent 
many needy families ffom receiving assistance, and w^^ch throw a disproportionate 
" fiscar burden Oft 8tiites*Snd local communities; ^. „ 

improve the procedures for the selection, iicensmg, and periodic inspection of 
homes and other facilities utilized for foster care; , ■ ^ , ^. j ... 

7 utilize the resources bf the Department oi Health, Education, and Welfare m 
distributing information about service programs which h^ve been found to reduce 
the necessity for footer placeme^it or its duration and to provide technical assistance 
in the replication of these programs; and 

'•H reduce the unnecessary expenditure of tens o^ millions ol dollars lor the 
inappropriaU? maintenance of thousands of children in indeterminate foster car^ 
Whereas we believe that all oT the basic and essential elements that wiU make fCrtr 
a quality child welfare system are included in the proposed bills, there are three 
critical issuer we would like to addreiis: ^ 
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mSTER CAIIK MAINTENANCE PR£X)RAM CAP 

•The Administration has proposed a cap for fiscal year 1980 on the tpe^r care 
maintenance pro^^am at 130 percent of the fiscal U?78 expenditure ie^i and an 
increase of 10 percent for each of the four following yearg after which Ime funci^ 
will be leveled oiT. Our understanding of the Administration s intent for ilropoeing a 
cap is that it will provide incentives to states to dii^ntinue inappropriate foster 
care placeriientij, thereby reducing expenditures and allowing states to. transfer all 
unused inaintenance funds to their child welfare services programs. It is ouY, belief 
that a cap on foster care maintenance programs is not in the bi?st .interest of Black 
children who would be voluntarily or involuntarily placed in foster care hontes. 
Rather, we support X^ngressmiin George Miller's views that the fester care mainte- 
nance progratns shouKd not be capped. Our sUpocrt is based on experience and 

. knowledge, of Black children within the child w«pte system. With the xjverrepre- 
sentation in the number of Black children in fester care, coupled ^ith the low rate 
of placement in returning them- to their natural parents or to adoptive homes, we 
forsee many Black children falling through the' cracks of the system. Thus, we 
propose that funds be spent in foster care to provide preventive, restorative and 
reunification services until such tirrie as the new program has p roved "^to be effective 

.in decreasing the number of children in foster care, • 

■ . I . ■ - ■' - .. / ' . 

Adoption subsidy paymenU; to adoptive parents will provide many Black families 
with the necessfiry support to adopt' Black children. Many children who have 
reached the age of majority and who are with their natural parents, receive finan- 
cial supfK>i*t from their parent providing tjjyem with the oppciftunity to attend a 
college or univ£*rsity. or obtain vocational oftechnical training. I'hcsc opportunities 
are aesigned to prepare theui for ^inful employment. With the economy and' the 
, high. rate of unemployment being what it is in this country, it is essential that 
^K*rsons, have an advanctfd educational background beyond high school pr marketa- 
ble tei;hnical skifls. In view of this, we reconrunend that, adoptjoi;! subsidy payments 
continue, to be |>aid to adoptive parents until the- child reaches the age of tw^>ty- 
one,-if he or she is enrolled in school or training; otherwise, the payments' may be 
discontinued when the child reaches eighteen. It is imperative that support continue 
to be provided to adoptive parents until they no longer legally ^uppart their adop-, 
live child or until it is determined that the parents are financially able to support 
tjie child themselvetJ. Suddenly casting them adrift to fend for thi*mselves would be 
a contradiction to the legislative intent. . 

FHOKHAL AND hTATK MATX'H, ^ ' 

The Administration "prof>osed a 'ifj.percent local match to 75 percent ft^deral funds. 
It is true that a l(x:al jnatch will allow more children to receive services in the child 
welfare systt-fm tharv providing federal funds at UK) percent. Our corrcern is that 
many stales will not nave or make ihe -IoctjI match available and as a result, not 
participate in thi* adoption 8ui:>sidy plan. Tnis >Youid have a s4*riou.4 impact on Black, 
adoptive chilch^en W»canse it is often the Black'family who is not financially able to 
adopt Black children. As a rt^ult there will be Ix lower rate of Black children being 
adopti^i by Black families. Moreover, recalcitriint st£itt*s m^ use this as an excuse 
not to sup^K)rt this important program. This would resuit in the perpetuation of the 
foster care system. Wo. therefore^ rt%mmend that tlu? Fcxjerai (fovdrnment contrib- 
ute liH) ^x»rc(Mit of the funds to the states. 

Finally, we are very pleitstnl to si*e that some of the rcx;ommendations made at 
previou^ hearings on foster care an^ adoption are included in the ft^tipr carp and 
adoptioti reforn) bills , We would like to re affirm the other reconimendations which 
are imjKjrtynt'lo the welfare of Black children and are b^ist»d on the principle that, 
every child hiis a right to a pc*rmanent family sit4jation. ^* . , . 

i, Thv L'siablLnhrnant of Lkild weLfani servLVi^ ur^anLznd and admiriL^tcrcd. by the 
Black community. 

One. .of the most promising avenues lor the solution of the pr()blems of Black 
children lies withirt th^ Black community itself Xbat is the devHopment of Black 
designed, Black d^.-welopi'd and Black administered child welfare agencic»s. It is clear 
thai-siich agencies would have the flexibility and conini.unity support to create new 
ways of serving Black* children that public agencit»s do not hdv4?. We know that 
there are at least Hve Black child welfare agencies. Although they have diflerent 
siervices and styles, they share a common pnttern of quality and inunens^^ly succi'ss-. 
ful ser\' ices , Wc^ would sLrongly lirge that effort.s bi' made to provide the funding 
ni^cessiiryjd deve^> mp<^ su 



£ Federal funding io provide training and mcngose the number of Black profession- 
als serving Black children cmd tf^ir familiesL 
There must i>e greater influx of skilled Blaok profe^onals to serve Black children 
and their families All too often cuHural and racial differences create barriers to 
understanding the iieeda and lif^^^l^. of Black families. At the iame time, there 
are far too many ageiiciefi^ servi^ Black families witti too f|^ Blade workers, 
especially at the policy making level. ^ 

In conclusion, we would like to commend^hose persons in Congress who have 
^"^contributed to the foster care and adoption' bin. We again appreciate the opportuni- 
ty to put before you i^e sw^ph we are (^x&in will be given^rious con&i^B»tion. 



STAm«SNir ©r THK National CouhiciL of Churches on umAi^ of Tus, Wowcing 
. Group on Jusncie pok Childrkj^ and Youth Division of Chusch and Socih^, 
Rkv. RoB£&T T: Stkommkn/Chairman -\ 

y The National Council of Churches of Christ in the U.S.A., a cooperative agency of 
thirty-one Protestant and Orthodox bodice in this;«^untry, has traditionally worked 
for the best mteresU of children and families. In this spirit, the Governing Board of 
'the National Council in a-R^olution adopted in: November, 1977 on the Internation- 
al Year of tlie Child urged member jhurchi^ to **fulfill its reaponaibility of beings 
caring convmunity concerned for all children.*^ As part of this concte^, the Working 
Group on Justice for Children and Youth in the Division of Church and Siociety of 
the National Council was formed to enco\](rage public policy that be8t suppoijts 
^ children: ^d their familieii. Fourteen tienominations and related national cnurch 
agencies are members of the Working Group. * 

fhe Working Group on 4ustice fonChildren and Youth is grateful for this oppor- 
tAinity to cpmment on proposed changes in Title XX Social Services, Title ^IV A 
AFDC Foster Care and Title IV B' Child Welfare Servio* Programs. 

The Workirjg Group on Justice for Children and Youth commends thc^Subcommit- , 
tee's recommendation to the House^ays and Means Committee to raise Title XX 
funding to $3.1 billion wit^ $200 million earmarked for day Care at 100 percent 
Federal fui^ds": We appreciated the ,$2.9 billion figure in President Carter's budget 
for 198D but we feel it is in the best intere^ of children to allocate additional funds 
for Title XX with the earnaarluki child care funds. ,Titl6 XX funds have not kept up 
with Inflation and Stat^ are actually reducing child care funding as a percentage of 
their total Title XX budgets. %ct^nizing that over 50 percent of all mothers now 
work and that 40 percent with pre-scliool children now. work, we feel that it is 
riece^ry and app^piHatie for l'itle-X3^ funds ta be increased to allow fpr inflation' 
a^d to expand the number of services available to Idw cgid j^i<|d}e;;incotrie fainiiies- 
We alsb feel that it would be. eounte reproductive at this timfe to 'eUniinate the $200 
million earmarked for day care at 100 percent Federal funding since this would put 
greater pressure on states to reduce' services. 

Regarding specific legislation you will be considering — 

1. We support the 7 percent cost of living increase over the $1^.1 billion figure for 
Title XX fundii?g incorporated in HR 2724. 

2. ^We support the permanent earmarking., for . day care funds at 100 percent 
Federal functe in HR 2469 to insure that day care services will not be decreased. 

8. We do not suppoii: a ceiling on Title XX Training funds. Over one half of the. 
States are spending above the 3 percent propotsed ceiling and tlierefore would have 
t^ reduce training services if a ceiling was put into effect 

4, We support entitlement of Title IV B of the Scici^ Security Act at $266 million ^ 
and the federal adoption subsidy provisions incorporated in HR 1291. 

5. We feel strongly that there should tiot be a cap on Title IV A AFDC Foster 
'^Care since this will not insure quality care for children or prevent them fipn 

entering the System but it may decrease the quality of care tlrey now ^ receifve. 

W© thank. you for this opportunity to present the views of the Working Group on 
Justice for Children, aiid Youth to the Subcommittee. 



Sta^km'ent of 'x:hs NATfokAL Leaguk of CrriKS, Washington, D.C. 

■ .The National LeogV^vfif ^^^ies strongly supports legislation before the Subcommit- 
tee to strengthen the Title XX hwial services program. We believe this program is 
critical to the Nation's efforts t-o deal with a Wide range of social problems^ which 
• are particularly prevalent in our cities. ^ 
Our recommendations fa^l into three categories: 



First funding. NLC iiupporta a permanent <»Uing of $2^9 biilian for the Title XX 
program. Th^ old limit of $2.5 billion is clejiriy inadequate in view cf the impact of 
iiiflafipn in recent years. We also support a set-aside (as requested by, the Aomirus^ 
trat^on) of $16.1 fjiillion for Puerto Kici> and the Territori^. 

Sjkond, consultation with local piicials.! NLC str^gly supports provisions of last 
yew's House-nassied l^jisia^ in RR- >2724) requiring local partid- 

pauon in the State soc^ ' ■ 

1 /The case for local participation i» a forceful one. It would assure that l^itle XX 
•fiinds are targeted to areas of need; that such funds do not duplicate similar service 
being carried on at the local level; aiid that greater coordination among proje^ and 
^xncUng organizations-^public, private, and nonprofit—takes place. Recent eflfQtts in 
Maasacnusetta anci Connecticut io involve localities more fully in the State planning 
process have paid substantial dividends in more efficient pn^ram administration 
and increased funding by local governments and nonprofit organistatioas. 

NIC believes tiiat the need for stronger local participation in the social setyices 
planning process should take precedence over a move towan^ multi-year planning* 
while the latter i& an obviously- irrtportant goal, we believe thaL moving to multi- 
year planning without first streicigthening the ^ocal role would funher remove dti^ 
from naving an effective role in the program. ' ^ 

Thir^, Title XX gervic^ NLC siyDports the use of Titte XX funds for emergency 
shelter for adults whose physicai or mental health is endangered. We regard this as 
a mod^t first step in dealing With what appears to be a steadily increasing level of 
domestic violence in many cities. 

We also support making permanent the authority io use 'Htle XX funds for 
^rvices'to cfrug addicts =and alcoholics. Under this authority, funds c^an be used to 
finaiv^, for up to seven days« the co«t of miedical or remedial c^ire and room and 
board associated with the initial detoxification of alcoholics and drug addicts. This is 
a* very useful authority and will remain so until alcoholism and drug addiction 
subeide substantially fmm pr^nt levels. " ^ v ^■ 

Finally, NLC support* the use of Title XX funds to train nonstate employeee who 
supervise Ti^e XX providers. Currently, onljrState supervisors and staff actually 
providing services pan be trained with Title XX funds,. This n^w authority would 
allow local governments involved in the administration of Title XX prc^ams to be 
partially reimbursed for their services. 



Statkmknt OF BAKaA&A B,^'Blum. Commissioner. Nkw York S^ats^ Depaktme^t 
" ^ or^^SociAL SsaviCEs * , 

The New York State Department of Social Services appreciates this opportunity 
to present .testimony on proposed changes in the Title) IV-A, AFDC» -Foster Care, 
Tide IV-B Child Welfare Services and Title XX Social Services Programs. 

This subcommittee is well aware of the many problems, that confront families and 
children today, as well as the critical role of each of the programs under considera- 
,tiOn in supporting fami^v needs. On the whole, I am eiicouraged by the direction of 
the proposed changes. ' They reflect recognition of the need for incre^i&ed federal 
support for these prt^ams and of the importance of serviceti to support families and 
acpieve permanency for children. We stn?ngly support these objectives, and, in the 
remarks that follow, suggest how- we feel they may oest be achieved. * ' . 

CHILD welfare: 

The generally similar proposals calling for foster care and^ adoption reforms 
sponsored by Congressmen Brodhead (HK 1291) and Miller (HR 1523) each provide 
basic Federal policy changes which are long overdue. 

Among tb^ most important of these changes is the provision of Federal funds for 
adoption subsidies for children who coujd not be adopted without financial support. 

New York's adoption subsidy program lias been most successful In the last five 
years, more than 4,000 children have bei?n adopted with subsidv. Wd are convinced 
that a similarly conceived Federal i^ub^dy program ^^^uid yield success nationwide 
and offer support for the broadest possible subsidy proposal. Such a proposal would 
include allowance Tor continued subsidy payments until age 21 for children attend- 
ing school or vocational trainiiig, and provide support for special service or treat- 
ment needs of the« child known' to the adoptive parents or supervising agency. These 
assurances^ may prove critical to a "prospective parent i^n their decision concerning 
whether or hot to adopt. . ^ 

Another proposal which h^s New York State's full support is the conversion of 
'Title IV-B to an entitlement pcogriim which would bring annual funding under the 
Title to $266 million. This more than fourfold increase in available child welfare 

V 
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services funding is esaentiai if we ore to achieve th^ goals set forth m the IftgislaUon . 
on behalf of children and their families. We view this provision to be ^^mucb m 
keeping with an underlying rationale of each bill, which is to reduce the un neces- 
sary use of foster care through the expansion ^pf. preventive services, unproved 
accountability and case management foF children in care, and the provision o ■ 
adecuate reunification service. Each of these initiatives will involve substantial 
costs to ^he st&t^ and their localities, and the expansion of IV-B funds provides a 
tangible inducement for this to take place^. ' j .v. 

While we agree fully that the states will need financial support to expand the 
provision of nonj&ster care services, we question the advisability of linking such 
increased funding to the state's compliance with a detailed set of new administra- 
tive and. service requirements. . , 
■ New York State has, on its own initiative, implemented a series ot administrative 
and management programs designed to improve quality and accountabihty m the 
provision of foster care services. Tht^ programs include a mandated ISwnonth 
court review of all children in care, a computerized Child Care Reviev^. Service 
which provides individual and aggregated management iriformation for children in 
our child caring sysffim, a statewide Standards of Payment pn«ram which^tab- 
lishes fisoil control and accountability over the full range of the State s residential 
programs, mandated Standards of Administration, which govern case planning and 
service provision for all children in care, and an elaborate set of due process 
. provisions which protect the rights of foster children and theu; tiimilies. 

In addition to the prt^rams which, are already underway, it is expected that the 
State will adopt measures which will'provide substantial new Fiscal incentives to 
develop preventive service as well as strict utilisation review requiremerits. These 
policies will further improve «ir administrative control over the. provision and 
management of fo8t»r care. . ^ . ' j i ■ iu 

The State of New York has demonstrated its commitment to undertaking the 
costly steps required to. improve child welfare services and to provide needed ac- 
countability. Each of these existing or planned for programs is speafically adapted 
to the state's miique services structure and client needs. \t is our belief that this 
flexibility is essential to continued program improvement. . . 

We estimate that full entitlement funding of Title IV-B would bring New York 
Statd approxin^ktely $13 million in new funds. It appears, however, that the costof 
comolvinK with the proposed Protection requirements would considerably exceed 
that amount, In addition, some of the changes necessary to achieve J^mphance 
A.would duplicate existing, programs designed ta address similar qughty and accpunt- 

*''l''wouS"1ke to suggest an alternative approach which we feeljs compatible, with 
the Subcommittee's programmatic objectives. Rather than marfdat^ a riew set of 
administrative and service requirements, we suggest an approach which would 
make the receipt lof any new IV-B funds contingent upon approval of a State s litle 
IV-B Plan In such a plan, states would be required to address priorities identified 
in the legislation, including the need for expjinded preventive. servic&s, i^Prov^ 
case management and accountability, as well as other issues and concernB identifieH 
in the bills. The states would be alioWed greater discreti(xn in prioritKing^ 
addressing problems to reflect local needs. The legislation could stipulat^4K>«^ever, 
that there be a maintenance of «ffort for non-foster care spending and that at., e^ 
a minimum percentage.4perhape M percent) of any new Title IV-B funds would be 
directed toward costs other than the direct provision^of footer care ^servic^, ^ 

We. feel that such an ap^-oach warrants your full consideration and would be, 
pleased to assist you in the further examination of this «^t«rnative ^ 

The proposed Foster ,C«^' Protection provision which would elimitiate.thfe need 
for judicialinvolvement when children enter care through voluntary placement^ has 
our general support. The substitution of some form of Cmonth review by an objec- 
tive personX would probably be beneficial, assuming that states could adapt current 
.semi-annual adminisff^tive review.^ to meet the requirements. The current pracUce 
^^k"ng initial court approval tends to be a routine procedure, which often serves 
nc^lprogrammatic purpose, while adding to judicial overload. 




car'J rherra^re-^me^dr^um^taTceTwhl^ a specific tVpe' of ^rvice can 
best l^rovided by a publib agency. This change would provide a significant new 
option for program development. 
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TITLE XX . 

The Department of Social Services also strongly gupports the commitment of 
: additional funds to the Title XX program. This program provides a wide range of 
service ^^^hich are essential to individuals and familijos throughout the country. 
Given the e>;panded demand f6r and the increased cost of these services, the exist- 
if^g $2.9 billion Federal ceiling limits the states ability to maintain quality pro- 
. grams. We particularly favor uie proposed ceiling adjustments that would provide 
an upper limit of $3.15 bmion in fiscal year 1^ and $8S4$ hUlion in l98J^and 
. th'ereaiter. . : ' $ 

The Subcommittee may wish also to reexamine, the ejf^ting Title XX allocation 
formula, and to consider alternative distribution mec|>anisms which Dansider such 
factors 'as the State's poverty level population/ public assistance <:^loa4i, service 
• needs experienced, concentrations of^-urban poor and other factors that do nc^ tend 
to be associated with sk litate's overall population level In view of the limited 
availability of social $ervice^ dollars, it becomes critically important that resources 
are diredfced to those most in need* - 

In terms of Administrative changes, we are particularly interested in seeing the 
enactment of a provision which would allow multiyear service plans. Hiis provision, 
as well as other modifications affecting local participation in the planning process, 
i^buld serve to improve the quality of the Title XX Plans. * - * 

New York State supports continued open emied funding of Title XX training. Hie 
capping of such expenoitures as included in the Federal 1980 budget would x>e6ult in ^ 
a sigrS'ificant curtailment of New York's training-'program. I urge you to support 
continuation of training which is esi^tia}''to effective and re^^pon^ive servi(^ 'deliv- 
ery^ , , ' /■ - ' . 

Thank you for the opportunity to ^express the views of the New York State 
Department of Social Service on the legislation under consideration. We would 
welcome the opportunity to assist the SuDcommjttee in its continuing analysis of 
th^e issues. ' ' . ^ • " ' ^ 



Statwiknt ok thk UNnTO NsiCHitORHOOD HotrsKs OF New York, Inc., Norma 
DeXa^^dido, Social Poucy Analyst 

On b<?hfllf of United Neighborhood Hous^ of New York, the federation of thirty- 
six settlement houses and neighborhood centers operating ifi low-income communis 
ties of New^York City. I am writing to expr^ our vieWs r^arding changes in Titles 
XX, IV-A (AfTK: Foster Care), and IV-B of *e Sdcial Security Act. which ^re being 
considered by the Subcominittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment Compen- 
sation of the House Committee on Ways and Means. We welcome another opportu- 
nity to present our suggestions to you regarding the nation's Social Security Laws 
for whicK this Subcommittee is i^ponsible. Our. statement ad4r«s^' the foIIowing^ 
topics: / . 

L authorized funding ceiling for Title XX prpgrarns; * 

2. existing and proposed programs ai^th^rized under Title XX; 
y 3. F^ter Care and Adoption Reform Act of 1979,(H:R. 1523); and • 

4. preventive services in child welfare. -. ' ' . - 

• Consonant with our general plea for a reorderitig of priorities in the national 
bujdget, United Neighborhdod Houses urges Congress tc\ establish a funding lev^l for 
T^tle XX which will prevent further cutbacks ih'the essential service funded under 
this title. President Carter's recommendation of $2.9 billion is' inadequate for FY 
AdEQy and we urge a higher figure so* thai inflatidn will not cut furtner into the 
/prc^an^- already funded by T^le XX and so that^me important additional pro- 
grams can be. supported. Congressman Green's proposed level of $3.15 billion ac- 
counts for inflation, and we hope that Congress will also make some provision for a 
few new programs. We also hope tha^ Congress will accept Chairman Corman's 
proposal to link the changes iij the funding ceiling after September 30. 1980. to 
increases in the cost of living. - 

Unit«<l Neighborhood Houses has applauded tiie goal of Title. XX, which is. to 
attack the problems of society's most dep)endent arid vulnerable people. Although 
the services provided by Title XX/do not easily lend themselves to elaborate calcula- 
tions of cost effectiveness, we ai^e convinced that our -nation can make no better 
investment than in a comprehensive effort to help ite needy people achieve self- 
sufficiency and remain self sufTicient as Irnig as they can. ■ 

For several years^ United r^eighborhooiJ Houses, has operated a Home Manage- 
ment Program, which is supported by Title XX funds and whose goal is to enable 
iQW-iijKome families become more effective consumers and homemakers. Included 
among the services provided are ^instruction in m^ preparation, nutrition and 



izdnsumer education, sewing, and general guidanGef to strengthening family relation- 
shipu. Our Home Management Program operatai in twcnty-two of our member 
organizations and has assisted scores of families in coping better with the ever- 
increasing economic pret^surea which confront the poor. By coping^tter with tiiese 
pretisures. famili^ find some rohef from the everyday struggles of mere survival 
which can wreck family life. Better "parenting'* is a coifcrete result of tlie Home 
Management Program. ^ ' , • 

Title XX also supports senior citizen and child day care centers m'cHir settlements 
and neighborhood houses. The importance of these pn^rams should be clear to 
everyone, and the residents of the communities ^rved by 1^es& pn^ams would 
sustain a severe setback in their efforts* to escape from dependency without the«e 
supportive services. Poor parents who want to work need day care. Elderly people, 
w^o would otherwise live in hunger and isolation, need the "senior centers to support 
their efforts to keep out of institutions, for the aged. . 

The other rTitle XX. prograrhs bperatiiig in New sYork City: are also essential to 
improving the quality of life in the communities served by our member agencies. In 
addition, we see the need for new programs which Gongi^ should incorporate Into 
Title XX. In particular, we direct attention to Congressman Weiss s propos«u (H.K. 
2424) for services for deinstitutionalized persons! The tragedy. of 'the revolving 
door" for the deinstitutionali^ who are not assisted in th6ir return to thfc commu- 
nity is repeated ag^n 4xnd^ain in New York City a)mmunities. Neither the 
individuals caught in ''the revolving door'* nor society at large should have to suffer 
the problems caused by a policy af deinstitutionalization wljich.is not supp9rtfid by 
programs designwi to give it a chance to work. '^^ ,r 

Adequate funding for Title XX programs will supplement the child welfare pro- 
grams supportod by Title IV. Unitei Neighborhood Houses is currently devoting 
considerable attention efforts to change the focus of services in child welfare. For 
some time we have argued the case for a preventive approach to ^he breblpm of 
child abuik* and* neglect. In presentation* to; governmental agencies and in other 
forums we have tried to show how the reiiources of community-based agencies cai^ 
be- used to aid distressed piarents and other giiai^tans of the young before they reach 
the danger point where tney becDme capab^; of inflicting harm upon the children. U 
is both -shameful to society and also a misguided use of scarce resources that th^^i 
main thrust of public policy has been on responding to the devastation suffered by 
^buS€Ki and negSected children rather than on preventing these tragedies. 

Foster car? . h><b*fi^^ solu^on to the problem of child abuse and 

neglect as well astoTjUier crises which afflict families. We do not need to repeat the 
litany of difficulties associated with foster care, in the Unifc^ Stotos. For the record, 
Vie refer to the "latest study of the Children's I>efense Fund, .which documents the 
wiiste and inhumanity of our fdster care system and urges the Federal Government 
to implement its stated poHty of helping- childrerr reinain at home rather than 
pushing? them quickly into foster care when^a family or personal crisis befalls the 
children Cxjngress must now enact the Foster T-are and Adoption Rctorm Act ot 
(H k ir>2)^), which CoJigressman Miller and his colleagues in the House have 
biK-'n promdt^ing for the last two years. H-R. 15^3 includes increased funds for 
■preventive services, adoption subsidies, and a mandate to tfw States to institute 
accounUibility and due process procedures when foster care is necessary^ We urge 
C^fni^re^ la enact quickly this long overdue measure, which we hope has finaHy . 
become, in the words of Congressman Miller, '^a largely noncontroversial and thor- ; 
oughly reiisonable reform program/' • - 

'< • ■ ■ ■■ • ■ y 
Statkmk.nt ok Hon. Antonio ik)iuA Won Pat, a Delegate in C^norkss From 

CiUAM 

Mr C^hairman and Membi^rs of the Committee, thank you for providing me with 
this opportunity to discuss the welfare needs pf the American citizens of the U.b. 

Territory of Cluam. ' ■ ^ ^ . ^ i .t_ i • t_ * a 

IMore I begin, I want ity st^ste as part of the oihcial nKwd the high esteem and. 
ereat friendship held by people of Cruan^ for the Chairman of this Subcommitt^% 
Chairman Sorman has been a staunch friend and ally of Guam^ Perhaps his desire 
to S4M.> our territory progress has something V) do with his first visit to Guam. 
Thankfully, we have all come a long way from the time when Jim Carman was 
duckinK bullets on Guam.. And 1 am certain that if he were to come to Guam today,, 
we can abi^lutely fissure him of a much friendlier reception than he received at the 
handsof the Japanese Imperial Arm>v . ■ ■ 

Today hoWtwer, weV)n Guam are fightin^^ another sort of war. This time it is to 
assure that the less fortunate in our midst rcwive a decent h^mg. Guam -has 
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^»articipa)^Dd' in various Fel^ral welfare programs for niai^y years, but always with; 
the heai>y financiiU limitations impoeed on, the level of Tederal support* we caa 
count on. • 

Until last year* as this Subcommittee knows; Guam's level-of {federal aid for Our ^ 
. . welfare programs^-r^and this mcli;das aid for dependent children, and to the blind. 

disabled ^d elderly— was limited to $1.1 million per year. This amount <»uam 
• matched at the- prescribed 50/50 level and then onxjeeded to far overmatch just to 
\ provide our people with even a bare minimum of Wnefits. Further restricting Guam 
is the unav&iliihility of SSI to residents erf the Territory— a fact which you, Mr. 
Chainnan, Jiowever, luive sought to correct on s^Vei^ occasioT^^ 

Late last year, in a highly complex proceeding, Guam's ceiling was raised to $3.3 
million, but only fpr one year, while we all regretted the failure of the Senate to 
favorably respond to the various provisions orH.lL 72[K), this Subcoinmitt^'s bill 
>vhich would liaye ejctended SSI to Guam ^iki other territories, we are grateful for 
the ificn^uM? granted us by Congress. , 

-The measure now before this Subcommittee, H.Kv 2724, introduced byiChi^ 
Coraoan, would make permanent the increase irf Guam's level of Federal sundort In- 
light of our present spending for the^ prp^ams, which in 1978 totaled $3,912,017 
for an average taselofini of 5,bS0 persons durmg tkat period, the additional Tunds are 
certainly welcome, > * 

"So . is tiie provision of H.H. 2724 which seek&^to ^tablish a sex>arate fund of 
' $500,000 uhder Titib XX for Guam. This repres^ts a vast iibprovement over the 
present situation whereby Guam is given, access to what little is left over from the 
• Title XX mon^y given the Stat^. 

I do ask,- however, that this Subdommittee consider calling for a review of Guatn'^s 
welfare jbnc^ams in two year*. While we are certainly grateful for Uie $Ss8 million 
in Fedeiw^^lfare aid, I'V^ould be less than candid to note; that inflation is rapidly 
eating inlbofc>^ery cent we spend. And even with the higher level of Federal support, 
our public assistance benents continue to lag far behind those paid in the States. 
This is very troublii^^ given Guam^s much higher cost of living than is found in any 
of the 50 States. ' . 

Further, I would again hope that this Subcommittee Vill again attempt to send to 
the Senate legislation extending SSI to the territories. I fully appm:iate that the 
main sttunbling blpck to this becoming public law r^ts with the U.S. Senate and ^ 
the Admi^iistration. But the advantages o^ our participatioh in SSI would be signiH- 
. cant" to the blind, disabled and elderly. They would at long last receive at least a 
minimum pyayment which would help them and their families meet the pressing 
economic needs of today 's high cos^» ' z 

Further, the people of Guam are confiised why SSI is extended toJKe residents of" 
the Northern Marianas— who are not American citizens— yet tMe Americans of 
Guam are denied the same benefits. Ob\?iously we see here a case of severe disctimi- 
nation and I hope this Subcommittee can once again lead the way to resolve this 
problem. • 

In closing, I eieterfd to Chairman Cbnnan and evei^ member of this Subcommittee 
Guam's heartfelt appreciation for your p^^t support: We Understand the problems 
. you face. We know the budget is extremefy tight and each of yoii Is under great 
pressure from your own constituents to hold down spending. But reoeatedly you 
^} nave b^n receptive to our unique problems and willing to do you level best to 
extend s helping l>and. ^ 
I now stand ready to respond to any question should you desire. 
Thank you, ^ ^ 

■ o \ •' 

■ I ■ ■ 



